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ABSTRACT 
 
 
The King George Island Mounds site (16LV22) is one of four conical mound sites 
located along the lower Amite River in Livingston Parish, Louisiana. Gagliano originally 
reported the site in 1957 as containing two conical mounds. Initially, it was postulated 
that the Lower Amite River mounds might date to the Marksville period based on the 
similarities of shape. Recent research conducted at the site indicates that the site may 
contain up to five conical mounds that date to the Late Archaic period.   
Geomorphological, pedological, and archaeological data indicate an initial 
Archaic occupation. Archaic period artifacts were recovered from excavations above, in, 
and below a buried A horizon at the King George Island Mounds site. These included 
exotic lithic materials, dart points, four-sided drills, pebble-pointed hammerstones, and 
microlithic drills. Radiocarbon dates of the buried A horizon in the ridge provide a Late 
Archaic terminus post quem for activity at the site. Despite the recent research, site 
function remains unclear. The lack of evidence of residential features may indicate that 
the King George Island Mounds site served ceremonial and/or territorial functions. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
  
 
Four sites with conical mounds are located on the Pleistocene Prairie terrace 
along the lower Amite River in Livingston Parish, Louisiana (Figure 1-1). Prior to this 
research, the Gregory Point Mound site (16LV01), King George Island Mounds site 
(16LV22), Old Davison Place Mound site (16LV10), and Pocket Island Mound site 
(16LV20) had never been radiocarbon dated and had scant artifact assemblages with 
which to relatively date the sites. However, certain characteristics of these mounds—
especially mound stratigraphy— suggested that they might have been constructed in 
the Middle (5000-3000 B.C.) or Late Archaic period (3000-1500 B.C.). Initially, these 
four sites were the focus of my thesis research. My thesis research was carried out as 
part of a larger project at the site by my advisor, Dr. Rebecca Saunders. Due to time 
constraints and other circumstances, it was decided to change the project to include 
only one site for investigation. The King George Island Mound site (16LV22) was 
chosen as the focal site for my thesis because of its research potential.  
Research questions were descriptive. Because so little was known of the site, my 
goals were to accurately map and date the site and to secure an artifact sample that might 
be used to discuss site function. According to Saunders et al. (1994), geomorphology, 
pedogenesis, and artifacts must be considered when attempting to accurately date Archaic 
mound sites in the absence of radiocarbon dates. First, the landform upon which the 
mounds reside must have existed and been exposed prior to 4000 B.P. to be considered of 
Archaic origin. Second, in Louisiana, mound fill that is weathered to the point that it has 
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developed an argillic (Bt) horizon is likely to be Archaic. Argillic horizons are products 
of pedogenesis in undisturbed soils. In undisturbed soils, clay particles naturally migrate 
from the upper horizons to lower levels, and form a distinct, and usually quite visible, 
horizon that is much clayier than horizons above it. The length of time that an argillic 
horizon takes to form depends on a number of factors such as annual precipitation, parent 
material, and slope (Birkeland et al. 1991). As J. Saunders notes (R. Saunders 1994), in 
Louisiana, the presence of argillic horizons suggests that mounds are over 2500 years in 
age.  Finally, artifactual data should not be ignored as potential indicators for estimating 
mound ages. Artifacts such as Evans dart points, groundstone technology, certain exotic 
raw materials, and a lack of pottery are all suggestive of Archaic occupation.  As will be 
seen, geomorphology, pedogenesis, artifacts, and radiometric dating demonstrate that the 
King George Island mounds were constructed during the Archaic.  
Chapter 2 begins with a description of the research conducted at the King 
George Island Mounds site by previous investigators. In this chapter I also briefly 
discuss Middle and Late Archaic mound construction in Louisiana. In Chapter 3, I 
describe the physical setting at the site, including the geomorphology of the site and 
characteristics of the Amite River. Chapter 4 provides a culture history of southeastern 
Louisiana prior to historic contact. The cultures are discussed chronologically, 
beginning with the Paleoindian period and ending at European contact. In Chapter 5, I 
explain the field methodology and results of the mapping, coring, shovel tests, and test 
unit excavations carried out for my thesis research at the King George Island Mounds 
site. Chapter 6 consists of a detailed description of the artifacts recovered from field 
excavations. In Chapter 7, I present a summary of my research and conclusions.
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CHAPTER 2 
PREVIOUS RESEARCH 
 
 
Archaeological investigations along the Lower Amite River area have been 
carried out by a number of archaeologists. In his study of the Pontchartrain Basin, 
Saucier (1963:108-109) listed five sites along the Lower Amite River: Head of Island 
(16LV05), Whitehall (16LV19), Old River (16LV25), Clio (16LV15), and Carthage 
Bluff Landing (16LV14). Currently, there are twenty recorded prehistoric sites 
(Weinstein 1974). As archaeological investigations continue in this area, additional 
sites are likely to be found.  
Weinstein (1974) was the first to extensively describe settlement by prehistoric 
people using ceramics along the Lower Amite River. He revisited the sites described 
by Saucier and recorded an additional fifteen prehistoric sites, seven of which he 
tested. He reported three types of prehistoric sites. The first site type consisted of 
Rangia cuneata shell middens located on the banks of the river. Twelve of the twenty 
sites were shell middens. Shell midden site occupations ranged from the Tchula (800 
B.C.–100 B.C.) to the Mississippi period (1200–1700 A.D.). 
The second site type was mound sites located back from the river on natural 
Prairie terrace edges. There were six conical mound sites and one platform mound site 
of this type. The King George Island Mounds site was included in this site type. As 
noted in the previous chapter, it was one of four low, conical mound sites. The 
Whitehall Cemetery Mound (16LV41) was the platform mound within this type. 
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Weinstein’s third type was mound sites associated with middens located close to 
the river. Two sites of this type were noted.  The Whitehall site (16LV19) and the Clio 
site (16LV15) both contained platform mounds. The Whitehall site was occupied from 
the Marksville (A.D. 1–400) to the Coles Creek period (A.D. 700–1200); the Clio site 
occupation ranged from the Troyville (A.D. 400–700) to the Coles Creek period (A.D. 
700–1200).  
The King George Island Mounds site was initially reported by Gagliano and 
Saucier in 1957 as the Bay Point site (Jones and Shuman 1988). Weinstein (1974:268) 
remarked that although Gagliano and Saucier never personally visited the site, they 
were the first to report the measurements of two conical mounds, 3 or 4 ft (0.9 or 1.2 
m) high and about 100 ft (30.5 m) in diameter. Weinstein was the first to actually visit 
the site, in 1974, making notes on the location and size of the mounds. According to 
Weinstein (1974:269), Mound A measured 4 ft (1.2 m) high and 111 to 126 ft (33.8 m 
to 38.4 m) in diameter.  Mound B measured 7 ft (2.1 m) high and 123 to 165 ft 
(37.5 m to 50.2 m) in diameter. A swale between the two mounds measured 125 ft 
(38 m) in length. The mounds had evidence of pothunting. An old logging trail was 
visible across the summit of Mound A. Weinstein recovered two plain body sherds 
from the surface of Mound A, which are curated at the Museum of Natural Science at 
Louisiana State University. Prior to the current project, the two sherds were the only 
artifacts collected from the site. On the basis of their conical shape, Weinstein (1974) 
believed the mounds to be from the Marksville period. 
Jones and Shuman (1988:Figure 47) were the first to map the King George 
Island mounds, during their work on the “Archaeological Atlas and Report of 
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Prehistoric Indian Mounds in Louisiana.” According to their map (Jones and Shuman 
1988:75), the two conical mounds at the site were separated by a swale that measured 
20 ft (6 m) across from mound base to mound base. Jones and Shuman remarked that 
Weinstein’s (1974) swale measurements appeared to measure the distance between the 
mound summits instead of their bases.  
Mound A at King George Island Mound was the smaller of the two conical 
mounds at the site, with a summit height of 4 ft (1.2 m) and a basal diameter of 80 ft 
(24.3 m). Mound B was the larger mound with a summit height of 6.8 ft (2.0 m) and 
basal diameter of 90 ft (27.4 m). Jones and Shuman noted depressions in both mound 
summits but were unable to determine if they were the result of pothunting or natural 
processes such as tree fall or animal burrows. In addition to the logging road on 
Mound A that Weinstein observed, Jones and Shuman also noted a logging road on the 
eastern flank of Mound B.   
Jones suggested that, due to the site’s inaccessibility, it might be older than the 
Marksville period. The swamplands surrounding the site make travel by boat the most 
efficient way of reaching the site. The inaccessibility of the site may be indicative of a 
changing hydrological regime; the site may have been occupied during a time with a 
lower water table. 
Middle and Late Archaic Period Mound Construction 
Gagliano (1963) was the first to suggest the possibility of southeastern United 
States mound building during the Archaic period in the Lower Mississippi River Valley. 
One site he considered representative of this activity was the Banana Bayou Mound site 
(16IV24). Gagliano’s corrected radiocarbon date from the Banana Bayou Mound site, 
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located in the coastal marshes of southcentral Louisiana, was 4440 ± 263 B.P. (Saunders 
and Allen 1994:Table 1). The radiocarbon date and associated artifacts from the first 
construction phase of the mound, including fired clay objects, gravel, charcoal, and two 
chert spalls, placed this conical mound within the Archaic time frame. Excavations at the 
Hornsby site (16SH21) (Manual 1983), Monte Sano (16EBR17) (Webb 1968), and LSU 
Campus Mounds site (16EBR06) (Neuman 1988) indicate Middle to Late Archaic period 
(7000-1500 B.C.) mound construction in southeast Louisiana. 
Prior to the 1960s, a bias existed against Archaic mounds. “The general consensus 
was that mound construction was not possible without the more complex level of social 
and labor organization brought about by the increased populations and sedentism 
characteristic of the former Woodland cultures and believed to be lacking in Archaic 
cultures” (Russo 1996:260). In the past (see Russo 1994:89, 1996:259), highly organized 
behavior was deemed unattainable by the hunting and gathering cultures of the Archaic, 
and construction of monumental earthen mounds was considered impossible by unranked 
and unstratified societies. Anthropologists during the 1950s viewed Archaic cultures as 
generally small, mobile, nonagricultural, and technologically unsophisticated (Sassaman 
and Ledbetter 1996).  A revised outlook encompasses a great deal of variation in 
settlement mobility, co-resident group structure, and sociopolitical organization 
(Sassaman and Ledbetter 1996). 
Archaic mound functions are still unknown.  Currently there are at least three 
feasible interpretations. Archaic mounds may have served as territorial markers for 
trade activity on waterways, as burial mounds, and/or for ceremonial functions 
(Gibson 2001; Russo 1994b; Sassaman and Ledbetter 1996; Saunders 1994). The 
functions are not mutually exclusive.  
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CHAPTER 3 
PHYSICAL SETTING 
 
 
The King George Island Mounds site is located east of French Settlement in 
Livingston Parish in southeast Louisiana. The site is located on King George Island, 
which is just north of King George Bayou (Figure 3-1). The bayou flows into the 
Lower Amite River and ultimately into Lake Maurepas.  King George Island is a 
Pleistocene Prairie terrace remnant and is surrounded entirely by swamp.  This portion 
of the “Prairie Complex,” which Saucier has termed “Undifferentiated Coastal Plain” 
is made up of Wisconsin age deposits (Saucier 1994:178-179). The Undifferentiated 
Coastal Plain is technically a “broad, gently sloping terrestrial plain ” composed of 
“alluvial and colluvial deposits that were laid down by small streams and as slopewash 
from the Intermediate Complex and older formations to the north” (Saucier 1994:178). 
Surface elevation of the swamp is not more than one foot above mean Gulf level and 
the maximum elevation of the Prairie terrace is only two to three feet higher (Saucier 
1963:21).  
King George Island and other isolated terrace islands are the highest part of the 
generally buried irregular Prairie surface that is currently subsiding and slowly being 
dominated by swamp (Saucier 1963:24). The average subsidence rate in the 
Pontchartrain Basin area for the last 4400 years is 0.11 m per century (Saucier 
1963:13). In addition, recent studies in southeastern Louisiana by Gagliano et al. 
(2003a:15) have shown fault-induced subsidence in response to regional crustal 
movement, downwarping, sediment loading, and salt loading. Surface geomorphic 
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fault signatures can be seen in the course flow of the Amite River. Just southwest of 
the West Maurepas Alignment, a right-angle detour is visible in the course of the 
Lower Amite River and is assumed to be an effect of fault activity (Gagliano et al. 
2003b:39). Archaeological sites are directly affected by subsidence in the eastern 
Pontchartrain basin area. The Graveyard site (16ST04), for instance, previously 
located along a valley margin, has subsided partially below sea level due to recent 
fault activity (Gagliano 1963:128).  
  
Figure 3-1. Location of the King George Island Mounds site (16LV22). 
 
Holocene Environmental Setting 
During the Early to Middle Holocene environmental changes directed the 
development of landscapes later utilized by the prehistoric occupants of southeastern 
Louisiana. At around 18,000 B.P., at the end of the Pleistocene, sea level began to rise 
as glaciers melted. “Streams began alluviating their entrenched valleys in an attempt to 
adjust to rising sea level, while depositing sandy deltas at their mouth” (Morgan 
1977:34). “In the Mississippi Valley and Embayment, extensive stream migrations are 
King George Island Mounds 
King George Bayou 
Lower Amite River 
Enlarged Area Louisiana 
0 5 
km N 
 10
the product of broad drainage networks of numerous order streams that converge in 
distributary nets and deltaic plains of a magnitude without parallel elsewhere” 
(Shuldenrein 1996:8-9).  At this time, the Upper Amite River was a tributary to a trunk 
stream in the Florida Parishes that may have drained into the Gulf of Mexico (Autin 
1993; Saucier 1963). The Upper Amite River had a torrential flow regime that carried 
bedloads of sand and gravel (Gagliano et al. 2003b:22). Evidence of previous 
torrential movements created by the river can be seen in the form of v-shaped sand 
bars along the banks of the Amite River.   
During the sea level low stand, “the shoreline was located far seaward from its 
present position, near what is now the outer margin of the continental shelf” (Morgan 
1977:34).  As sea level rose, the Gulf shoreline moved inland across the old Mid-
Wisconsin surface. When sea level rose faster than the deposition of sediments by the 
river, estuarine and marine conditions formed as the sea encroached on the stream 
valleys and across the Prairie surface (Morgan 1977:34). The climate during the period 
from 12,000-9500 B.P. was warmer and drier than previously in the Holocene; flora in 
the uplands included boreal mixed with deciduous hardwood forests, whereas the 
lowlands were cypress-gum swamps (Saucier 1994:246).  
The midcontinental Hypsithermal event (ca. 8000-4000 B.P.) produced 
warming and drying trends in the Southeast. The climate changed from cool and wet 
to the maximum postglacial warmth and dryness period (Saucier 1994). In general, 
throughout the Southeast, oak-hickory hardwoods replaced the boreal southern pine 
forests along the sandy uplands of the Gulf (Delcourt and Delcourt 1981).  The effect 
in the Lower Mississippi Valley, however, is still debated.  According to Saucier 
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(1994:45), significant vegetation change occurred in the “already dry uplands” but 
“plant communities along streams responded little if at all” during this period. At this 
time, the Amite River flowed eastward through swamp and marsh towards the Lake 
Pontchartrain area to join the Tangipahoa River near present-day Pass Manchac-North 
Pass (Saucier 1963:59). By 8000 B.P., the Gulf of Mexico shoreline was 
approximately 50 mi (80.5 km) southeast of the King George Island Mounds site 
(Saucier 1994:Plate 28). With the continued rise in sea level, the lengths of river 
courses shortened, ultimately resulting in a decrease in river gradient and an increase 
in sediment deposition (Autin 1993; Mossa and Autin 1989). As a result of sea level 
rise, riverine forests in the old floodplain of the Mississippi River were killed as 
saltwater was introduced into the area (Saucier 1994:248).  
Around ca. 6000 to 4500 B.P., the Gulf shoreline was located along the 
northern edge of the present-day Ponchartrain basin area approximately 15 miles 
(24 km) east of the King George Island Mounds site (Saucier 1994:Plate 28). 
According to Saucier (1994), the Lower Amite River flowed east across a deltaic plain 
and estuarine environment that led directly into the Gulf at the location of present-day 
Lake Maurepas. At this time, saltwater from the Gulf mixed with freshwater at the 
mouth of the Mississippi River, just south of present-day Baton Rouge, to create a 
brackish-water environment that could have been easily exploited by Archaic period 
peoples along the Lower Amite River (Saucier 1994:Plate 28). North of the 
Ponchartrain basin, brackish-water species of shellfish have also been found in midden 
deposits of this age along other river and stream margins such as the Pearl River 
(Gagliano 1963). The Knox site (16EBR04), located along the Mississippi River 
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margin south of Baton Rouge, contained a Rangia cuneata and Unio midden that 
produced a radiocarbon date of 3514 ± 135 B.C. (Gagliano 1963:114). In sites where 
Rangia exists along with equal amounts of Unio, the environment was probably in 
“the transition zone between fresh- and brackish-water environments” (Saucier 
1963:38).  
However, near the vicinity of present-day New Orleans, the eastern portion of 
the Pontchartrain basin was a marine environment due to its close proximity with the 
Gulf of Mexico. “A predominance of oyster shell in the oldest (Archaic) sites in the 
basin area is a strong indication that marine conditions were prevalent in the vicinity at 
that time” (Saucier 1963:38). According to Saucier (1963), marine conditions existed 
in the eastern area of the Ponchartrain basin from 5400 B.P. to 4800 B.P.   
According to Saucier (1963), between 5000-4600 years ago, the Pontchartrain 
basin transformed from a branch of the sea into a shallow marine embayment. The 
southern side of the embayment was created by the formation of barrier island beach 
trends. By 4000 B.P., the Gulf was within 10 ft of its present level  (Saucier 1994:50).  
 The climate changed again by 4000 B.P. with a “gradual dissipation of relative 
warmth and dryness” to conditions that persist to the present (Saucier 1994:46). 
Overall conditions were slightly cooler and definitely wetter; extensive wetlands 
formed in their more or less modern locations as the rise in sea level slowed (Delcourt 
and Delcourt 1981; Gagliano 1963; Schuldenrein 1996).  Vegetation also changed, 
with pine replacing the oak-hickory forests.  “The expansion of pines was presumably 
in response to the establishment of the modern climate regime, characterized by 
abundant summer precipitation without major periods of severe drought and by the 
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widespread distribution and frequent occurrences of fires over the landscape” 
(Delcourt 1980:383). According to Schuldenrein (1996), by the end of the Mid-
Holocene, the post-glacial environment had stabilized and the modern-day 
environment had emerged in the Southeast.  
 By 3600-3000 years ago, a new growth of barrier islands in the southeast 
portion of the embayment resulted in the formation of a permanent lake in the basin 
(Otvos 1978).  At this time, the Lower Amite River joined with the old Tickfaw-
Natalbany and Tangipahoa Rivers at present-day Pass Manchac to drain into Lake 
Ponchartrain (Saucier 1963:58). The Ponchartrain basin replaced the Gulf of Mexico 
in controlling the base level of the Amite River (Autin 1993:71). The creation of the 
modern basin shortened the course of the Amite River, which induced alluvial 
drowning, as well as decreased the river’s gradient and increased sediment deposition 
within the Lower Amite River floodplain (Autin 1993:72). As less and less salt water 
entered the system, the former deltaic and estuarine environment slowly changed into 
the present-day freshwater swamp. By 3000-2000 B.P., the formation of Lake 
Maurepas further shortened the course of the Lower Amite River by approximately 10 
miles (16.1 km) (Saucier 1963:Figure 23). 
During the time period from 2000-1800 B.P., the Amite River moved south 
due to a change in Mississippi River stream course and delta progradation (Saucier 
1963: Figure 29) (Figure 3-2). At that time, the lower half of the Lower Amite River 
passed through the present-day channels of Bayou Chene Blanc and Black Lake 
(Weinstein 1974) into Lake Maurepas, approximately one mile north of the current 
Blind River (Saucier 1963:Figure 29). By the Marksville period (100 B.C.- A.D. 400), 
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the Lower Amite River switched back to its old channel and in, its present course, the 
mouth discharges approximately five miles north of the old course into Lake 
Maurepas.  
 
Figure 3-2. Map of the Lower Amite River course changes (data from Saucier 
1963:Figure 29). 
 
King George Island Environmental Setting 
By 9500 B.P., the lowland area in which King George Island was situated 
would have been a cypress-gum swamp environment (Saucier 1994:246). According 
to Saucier (1994), the Lower Amite River was in a deltaic plains and estuarine 
environment from ca. 6000 to 1000 B.P. During the Late Archaic period, the 
environmental setting at King George Island was favorable for prehistoric occupation. 
Due to a lower water table at the time of initial occupation, the site may have been 
higher and drier than at present. Since 1000 B.P. there has been little change in 
vegetation or climate.  
At present, the King George Island Mounds site is located on an island in a 
swamp. Swamps are fresh water communities that are dominated by two types of 
Present-day Amite River course 
Old Amite River course Lake  
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Lower Amite River 
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trees, cypress and water tupelo (Saucier 1963:21). On the higher Prairie surfaces, there 
are Drummond red maple, water ash, sweet gum, black willow, and palmetto. 
Jones and Shuman (1988:5-7) listed wildlife species within the region. These 
include fox squirrel, gray squirrel, cottontail rabbit, swamp rabbit, skunk, mink, 
beaver, raccoon, opossum, whitetail deer, gray fox, bobcat, and black bear. Birds 
include owl, hawk, ducks, quail, and doves. Reptiles are abundant in the area, 
including species of venomous snake, lizard, and turtle. Fish species include gar, bass, 
sunfish, buffalo fish, and catfish. The preceding list and the following natural 
resources on Table 3-1 were available and likely exploited during the Late Archaic 
period.  
Discussion 
Saucier (1963:33) argued that several factors were required for the occurrence 
of prehistoric occupation: year-round dry and high ground, a dependable source of 
fresh-flowing water, a means of transportation and communication, and an adequate 
supply of food. Surrounding the upland Prairie Terrace remnant lay a deltaic 
environment that would have fulfilled these needs during the Late Archaic period. The 
ecotone was ideal for human occupation.  The King George Island Mounds site is 
located on an isolated terrace remnant overlooking the broad expanse of a cypress 
swamp. This rich environment coincided with the late Archaic development along the 
Gulf Coast region. The bayous of the swamp around the Lower Amite River would 
have provided important subsistence aquatic resources such as fish, shellfish, and 
reptiles whereas the high ground would have provided places for habitation and 
mound construction (Weinstein 1974:16). 
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Lithic resources for tool production were available through secondary deposits 
of Citronelle gravel within Deweyville deposits along the Middle Amite River. “The 
local gravel in Louisiana consists predominately of tan, brown, red, and black chert 
with small slabs of poorly cemented ironstone (ferruginous sandstone) and quartz 
pebbles (Gagliano 1963:12; Gagliano and Gregory 1965:63). “The small chert nodules 
of varying degrees of purity constitute the only source of materials for chipped stone 
tools in the state” (Gagliano and Gregory 1965:63). Prehistoric occupants often 
selected sites where streams actively erode and redeposit gravel, creating easily 
obtainable raw material for tool manufacture (Gagliano 1963). 
In sum, the Archaic period was a time of environmental change.  
Some archaeologists look to the climate as the primary influence on Middle Archaic 
cultural adaptations (Schuldenrein 1996). During the mid-continental Hypsithermal, the 
wetlands in the south began to flourish despite warming and drying trends occurring in 
the north. According to Schuldenrein (1996:7-9), during the time between the Middle and 
early Late Archaic, deltaic progradation by rivers created “open swamps” that “emerged 
on the margins of prograded deltas,” and aided in the establishment of “riparian forest 
mosaics and aquatic habitats.” The locations of sites along the Lower Amite River area, 
such as the King George Island Mound site, indicate that the setting was quite suitable for 
Archaic occupation.  
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Table 3-1. List of Natural Resources in South Louisiana (data taken from Gagliano 
1979). 
Vegetation Scientific Name Terrestrial Animals and Birds cont’d Scientific Name con’t 
Pine Pinus sp. Wood Duck Aix sponsa 
Oak Quercus virginiana, Q. 
lyrata, Q. phellos 
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos 
Black Walnut Juglans nigra Teal Anas carolinensis, A. 
discors 
Hickory Carya spp. Heron Ardea herodias  
Pecan Carya illinoensis Whooping Crane Gras americana 
Elderberry Sambucas canadensis American Egret     Casmeroduis albus 
Baldcypress Taxodium distichum Snowy Egret Egretta thula 
Black Willow Salix nigra Sandhill Crane     Grus canadensis 
Tooth-ache Tree    Zanthoxylumclava 
hercules 
Vulture Coragyps atratus, 
Cathartes aura 
Wild Potato Imopea pandurata Owl Otus asio, Strix varia 
Palmetto Sabal minor Pelican Pelecanus 
erythrorhynchos, 
 P. occidentalis 
Giant Cutgrass Zizaniopsis miliacea Reptiles, Amphibians, and Aquatic 
Animals 
Scientific Name 
Cane Phragmites communis Alligator Alligator 
mississipiensis 
Switch Cane Arundinaria tecta Snake various species 
Persimmon Diospyros virginiana Alligator Snapping Turtle Chelydrea serpentina 
Sassafras Sassafras albidium Gulf Coat Box Turtle Terrapene carolina 
major 
Terrestrial Animals, and Birds Scientific Name Bull Frog Rana catesbeiana 
Bear Euarctos sp. Pig Frog Rana grylio 
Otter Lutra canadensis Bass Microptarun calmoiden
Raccoon Procyon lotor Catfish Icatalurus furcatus, I. 
punctatun 
Opossum Didelphis virginiana Bowfin Amia calva 
Squirrel Sciurus sp. Red Drum Sciaenops ocellata 
Rabbit Sylvilagus aquaticus, S. 
floridanus 
Buffalo Iciobun bubalus, I. 
cyprinellus 
Muskrat Ondatra zibethicus Black Crappie Pomoxin 
nigromaculatun 
Deer Odocoileus virginianus Shrimp Panaeus aztecus, P. 
setiferus 
Wild Turkey Meleagris sp. Blue Crab Callunectes sapidus 
Goose Branta canadensis Freshwater Drum Aplodinotus grunniens 
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CHAPTER 4 
CULTURAL SETTING 
 
 
In the southeastern United States, culture periods are defined by general 
ceramic types, lithic tool assemblages, subsistence activities, and socioeconomic 
practices. There are seven culture periods for pre-contact southeastern Louisiana 
presently known (Figure 4-1). 
Paleoindian Period (ca. 12,000-7,000 B.C.) 
The least known period is the Paleoindian. During this time period in the 
Southeast, small bands of migratory hunter-gatherers exploited a wide variety of 
habitats. Bands pursued a variety of game herbivores during this time period (Neuman 
1984:71).  
Evidence of Paleoindian activity in Louisiana is in the form of isolated 
lanceolate lithic points. These projectile points “occur almost exclusively in those 
parishes where Tertiary or Quaternary uplands are dominant” (Gagliano and Gregory 
1965:63). The lanceolate-type points are typically large fluted bifacial points that often 
exhibit basal grinding. Point types include Clovis, Folsom, Plainview, and Meserve 
(Gagliano and Gregory 1965:71; Neuman 1984:66). These points were often made on 
exotic material such as novaculite and other flints from Arkansas and Texas. The 
exotic material suggests either migration to or trade from those distant areas.  
Clovis points have also been found scattered throughout the Florida Parishes. 
According to Manuel (1980:20), the points were initially described as “Clovis-like” 
because they were considered too short upon comparison with Clovis points from 
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Texas. However, points of this length fall within the acceptable range for Clovis points 
recovered in Alabama (Manuel 1980:21). At present, there are no data on mortuary 
practices, settlement patterns, or stone and bone tool inventories for the Paleoindian 
period in Louisiana (Neuman 1984). 
Stage Time Period Culture Phases discussed in text 
 A.D. 1700– Historic various - 
 A.D. 1200–1700 Mississippi Mississippian Plaquemine Medora 
 A.D. 700–1200 Coles Creek Coles Creek Bayou Cutler 
 A.D. 400–700 Baytown Troyville Whitehall 
 100 B.C.– A.D. 400 Marksville Marksville LaBranche Magnolia 
 800–100 B.C. Tchula Tchefuncte Pontchartrain 
 1300–1050 B.C. Late Archaic Poverty Point ? 
 3000–1500 B.C. Late Archaic Late Archaic Bayou Jasmine 
    Garcia 
    Pearl River 
 5000–3000 B.C. Middle Archaic Middle Archaic Middle Amite River 
    Monte Sano 
 7000–5000 B.C. Early Archaic - - 
 12,000–7000 B.C. San Patrice Clovis ? ? 
Figure 4-1. Culture chronology of southeastern Louisiana  (data modified from 
Kidder 2002:Figure 4.2). 
 
 The gradual warming of climate changed the flora and fauna of the Southeast 
during the late Pleistocene and early Holocene. Along with the disappearance of big 
game, hunter-gatherer groups developed new tool manufacturing strategies. In the 
Southeast, new projectile point styles evolved from the Clovis tradition around 7500 
B.C. (Neuman 1984:69). Cumberland, Quad, Dalton, Pelican, and San Patrice point 
styles emerged, accompanied by the new technique of multiple bifacial fluting on the 
latter three (Neuman 1984:69). Late Paleoindian fluted point types recovered from the 
Florida Parishes include Beaver Lake, Dalton, Quad, and Wheeler points (Manuel 
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1980:21). Pelican points, which occur in the northwestern part of the state, suggest a 
local late Paleoindian development. These thin, short bladed variants of Dalton points 
are made from the local chert and may represent an “indigenous Paleo-Indian group or 
else a local variation of artifact produced by limitations imposed by local material” 
(Gagliano and Gregory 1965:71). San Patrice projectile point varieties such as “Hope, 
St. John, and Keithville points were homemade styles, native to Macon Ridge and 
much of northern Louisiana” (Gibson 2001:57). Unlike in the previous period, these 
later Paleoindian points were made predominantly on locally available material.   
Neuman (1984:68) argued that the distribution of the Late Paleoindian points 
such as San Patrice types along with new hunting patterns suggest the beginnings of 
social regionalism in the Louisiana. The new pattern of hunting small game animals 
such as deer encouraged groups to stay within a smaller territory, thus encouraging 
social regionalism (Neuman 1984:70).  
The John Pearce site (16CD12), located in Caddo Parish, is a particularly good 
example of a late Paleoindian site. The tools at the site represented hunting and 
butchering activities on bone, antler or hide, and possibly woodworking.  The “small 
tool complex” included San Patrice type points, scrapers (end, notched, and side 
types), denticulates, notched flakes, gravers, drills, and burins (Neuman 1984:71-72). 
Research indicates the John Pearce site was a temporary encampment that was used by 
small groups of people for butchering, hunting, and hide-working activities (Neuman 
and Hawkins 1993:5). 
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Archaic Period (7000-1050 B.C.) 
  In Louisiana, the Archaic periods (Early, Middle, and Late) are all broadly 
characterized by lack of pottery, presence of small game hunting and gathering, and 
increasing sedentism through time. In general, stone points, microtools, adzes and 
celts, beads, fire-cracked rock, and fired clay objects are dominant in the Archaic 
artifact assemblage. The invention of the atlatl, or spear thrower, during this time 
period “provided greater leverage that allowed the spear or dart to be thrown much 
further than had ever been possible before” (Neuman 1984:79). Dart projectile points 
of this time period include Carrollton, Ensor, Frio, Kirk, Macon, Marcos, Marshall, 
Morhiss, Morrow Mountain, Trinity, Tortugus, Wells, and Williams types (Neuman 
1984:83). 
In general, Archaic point types are not as widespread as those made by the 
earlier Paleoindian (Gibson 2001). Gibson argues that this is due to the increasing 
number of bands with the result of decreasing territory. The Archaic population was 
rising and becoming more sedentary with respect to the preceding culture. 
The Middle Archaic period (5000-3500 B.C.) was a time of intensification of 
ground stone technology, which began to include ataltl weights, pendants, and 
grooved axes (Neuman 1984). It was during this period that widespread differentiation 
of cultural groups can be seen in point types (Gibson 2001). Gibson surmises that the 
bewildering array of point styles were the result of territories occupied by specific 
groups. Group territorial boundaries kept the point styles from spreading out too far. 
Woodworking and nut-pounding groundstone tools aided in the procurement and 
processing of foods such as fish, hickory nuts, pecans, and deer (Gibson 2001).  
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As mentioned in Chapter 2, some archaeologists look to the climate as the 
primary influence on Middle Archaic cultural adaptations (Schuldenrein 1996). 
During the Middle Archaic, sedentism increased due to the exploitation of new 
resources made available by the rise of sea level. “The rise in sea level lessened the 
stream gradients, and meandering stream courses, with their accompanying natural 
levees, backswamps, oxbows and deltas developed, providing new riverine resources” 
(Neuman 1984:76). The combination of increased resources and increasing sedentism 
resulted in the rise of population throughout the Southeast. At this time period, small 
polished hardstone objects were manufactured, and may represent personal adornment. 
Ornamental and esoteric stone objects such as beads appear at Archaic mound sites in 
Louisiana. Cad Mound (16LA01), Monte Sano, Frenchman’s Bend (16OU259), and 
Watson Brake (16OU175) all contained stone beads. Radiocarbon dates of charcoal 
from the mounds of Frenchman’s Bend (4780 ± 170 B.P., corrected), charcoal/bone 
from Monte Sano (6220 ± 146 B.P., corrected), and humate from Hedgepeth (6871 ± 
108 B.P., corrected) indicate that they were constructed during the Middle Archaic 
period (Saunders and Allen 1994:Table 1.). 
Population and degree of sedentism continued to rise during the Late Archaic 
(3000-1050 B.C). Long distance exchange at some northeastern Late Archaic sites in 
Louisiana, such as Poverty Point (16WC05) “ballooned” (Gibson 2001:65), with 
exotic material from as far away as the Ouachita Mountains (see below). However, 
this trade has not been associated with increased social hierarchy.  
Middle and Late Archaic cultures ate the same types of food, including seeds, 
nuts, and plants, and they exploited riverine and coastal habitats. However, there were 
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technological improvements in the Late Archaic, notably plummets for net fishing 
(Gibson 2001). As noted in Chapter 2, the Knox site, with an uncorrected radiocarbon 
date of 3514 ± 130 B.C., indicates Archaic exploitation of the brackish-water 
resources just south of present-day Baton Rouge (Gagliano 1963:114). 
Poverty Point Culture (ca. 1300-1050 B.C) 
   Massive building programs and extensive long-distance exchange networks 
intensified in a very circumscribed area during the Late Archaic (Gibson 2001). The 
culturally complex development that emerged in the Late Archaic is called the Poverty 
Point culture. The type site for this culture is the Poverty Point site (16WC05), which 
is located on Macon Ridge in northeast Louisiana. The Poverty Point site is the largest 
multi-mound site built during the Late Archaic. The site contained six mounds and six 
concentric ridges that form a c-shaped enclosure. The Poverty Point culture core 
community was restricted to a twenty-two mile radius that centered on the Poverty 
Point site (Gibson 2001:200).  
Poverty Point communities contained an abundant supply of lithic material. 
Lithic sources ranged from 35 to 1,500 miles away (Gibson 2001:268). Exotics 
identified at Poverty Point sites include quartz, steatite, novaculite, magnetite, jasper, 
hematite, and galena (Gibson 2001). Projectile point types found at Poverty Point 
culture sites include Delhi, Ellis, Gary, Kent, Motley, and Pontchartrain (Gibson 
2001:268). Other lithic artifacts include atlatl weights, beads, gorgets, microdrills, 
pendants, and plummets. The first pottery in Louisiana may have emerged at the 
Poverty Point site (16WC05).  Fiber-tempered, sand-tempered, clay-grit-tempered, 
and untempered pottery vessel fragments have been recovered at the Poverty Point 
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site. Intentionally shaped, baked loess objects (Poverty Point Objects) were used in 
cooking pits at Poverty Point sites. Baked clay blocks are also present at Middle and 
Late Archaic sites in Louisiana (Manuel 1983; Saunders et al. 1994).  
Gibson (2001:163) describes the subsistence at the Poverty Point site as being 
“broad-based.” At Poverty Point, food was acquired by fishing, gathering, and 
hunting. Fish types included bass, buffalo, bowfin, catfish, freshwater drum, gar, 
sucker, and sunfish (Gibson 200:160-162). At the site, remains of acorns, various nuts 
such as chestnut, hickory, pecan, and walnut, honeylocust beans, and plums have been 
identified (Gibson 2001:160). Although scarce, wild varieties of seeds recovered 
include barley, goosefoot, knotweed, and maygrass (Gibson 2001:162). Although, 
deer and other large mammals were hunted at Poverty Point, there was greater 
emphasis on gathering and fishing (Gibson 2001:164). In general, fish provided the 
bulk of subsistence with acorns and nuts supplementing the fall and winter seasons 
(Gibson 2001:164). “Gastronomically and political-economically, fish and fishing 
were on the ground floor of Poverty Point’s surge” (Gibson 2001:169). 
Gibson (2001) argued that a corporate-based political economy was present at 
Poverty Point that mobilized the labor responsible for mound building and widespread 
exchange. Acts of reciprocity within this economy promoted group loyalty and 
individual prestige. Like Poverty Point, the Middle Archaic mound site Watson Brake 
was also based on corporate principles (Gibson 2001:214). However, the earthworks at 
Poverty Point were larger and more labor intensive than the previous Archaic mound 
sites (Gibson 2001:214). Gibson (2001) argues that this was possible due to a larger, 
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more sedentary, and interactive population, whose technology was enhanced by exotic 
stone. 
 Gibson (2001) states that the culture’s rapid growth during this period was 
stimulated by the exchange of foreign goods such as exotic raw material. Archaic 
mound sites that were located near waterways had easy routes for transportation, 
creating the long-distance exchange networks that characterize this time period. At 
Poverty Point, exotic material was used mainly for general domestic activities (Gibson 
2001:176). However, personal adornment objects such as beads and pendants at 
Poverty Point were also made of exotic stone. These were usually fashioned from red 
jasper, other hard red rocks, copper, and galena (Gibson 2001:148). Owl effigy beads 
made of red jasper were found at Poverty Point but likely belonged to the earlier 
Middle Archaic residents (Gibson 2001:151).  
Many of the traits seen in the Poverty Point culture can now be seen as having 
roots in the Middle and early Late Archaic. Initially, it was thought that Poverty Point 
sites were the first to have microlithic and lapidary industries. Recent studies at 
Middle Archaic and other Late Archaic sites demonstrate that microlithic tool 
manufacture predates the Poverty Point culture in Louisiana and Mississippi 
(Connaway 1977; Johnson 2000; Manuel 1983). There is evidence of Poverty Point 
influence in some but not all of the Late Archaic phases along the Amite River area. 
Late Archaic Phases Along the Amite River and Lake Pontchartrain Area 
 Gagliano and Saucier (1963) defined the phases for Late Archaic 
developments in Southeast Louisiana (Gagliano 1963; Gagliano and Saucier 1963). 
 26
These were classified as the Amite River phase, Pearl River phase, Bayou Jasmine 
phase, and Garcia phase sites. 
Amite River Phase. Gagliano (1963:114) classified sites to the Amite River 
phase based on two general criteria: location along river terraces of the Louisiana 
uplands and the presence of characteristic projectile point types such as Almagre, 
Kent, Morhiss, Shulma, and Wells. The Amite River phase sites were usually 
associated with quarries where tools were made of the local Citronelle gravel.  
Ferruginous sandstone, large projectile points, blades, adzes, choppers, scrapers, and 
drills were recovered from the Amite River phase “type stations,” the Baywood 
(16EBR121), Bluff Creek (16EF03), and Doyle sites (16SH05) (Gagliano 1963:114). 
Small conical earth mounds were located near shallow midden deposits in sites of this 
phase. Gagliano considered Amite River phase sites morphologically and artifactually 
similar to the mounds at Banana Bayou on Avery Island. The Hornsby site (16SH21) 
is a two conical mound site located on a tributary of the Amite River that is consistent 
with the description of the Amite River Phase (Saunders 1994:126). Uncorrected 
radiocarbon dates of charcoal from mound sites for this time period include Banana 
Bayou Mound  (4560 ± 260 B.P.) and the Hornsby site (4464 ± 210 B.P.) (Russo 
1994a:Table 1).  
Lake Ponchartrain Area. Gagliano (1963) established the Pearl River and 
Bayou Jasmine phases in more coastal Louisiana. Oyster shell middens associated 
with coastal estuaries and relic shorelines characterize the Pearl River phase. Adzes, 
atlatl weights, drills, Kent and Pontchartrain points, sandstone saws, and biscuit-
shaped baked clay objects characterize the artifact assemblages. Pearl River sites 
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contained four-sided drills and microliths that were produced through a bipolar 
technology. The Cedarland (16HA506) is a Late Archaic site that represents this 
phase. “Cedarland represents a Late Archaic village extensively participating in a 
long-distance trade network” (Bruseth 1991:20).  
 Bayou Jasmine phase sites contain Rangia cuneata shell middens along the 
deltaic plain around Lake Pontchartrain. The type-site, Linsley (16OR40), contained 
abundant baked clay objects and a fiber-tempered sherd. The sites contained no 
evidence of extensive trade or microliths. Uncorrected radiocarbon dates from the 
midden at the Linsley site range from 2490 ± 140 B.C. to 1590 ± 120 B.C. (Gagliano 
1963:116).  
  Sites like Garcia (16OR34) and Rabbit Island (16IB124) represent the Garcia 
phase and contain Poverty Point-like tools but no radiocarbon dates are available from 
this phase. Gagliano (1963) reported that the multi-component Garcia site lacked 
baked clay objects, typical Poverty Point projectile types such as Delhi and Motley, 
and steatite fragments. However, Garcia phase sites do have a microlithic industry 
with Jaketown perforators (Gagliano 1963). Garcia phase sites also contain a high 
percentage of exotic lithic artifacts. 
Tchula Period (800 B.C.- 100 B.C.) 
 “The Tchefuncte culture was the dominant manifestation along the central Gulf 
Coast and adjacent Lower Valley during” the millennium before the current era (Jeter 
and Williams 1989:122). The success of the Tchefuncte culture was due to an efficient 
adaptation to floodplains and coastal environments (Gibson 1975:14). Ford and 
Quimby (1945) were the first to fully describe the Tchefuncte culture in Louisiana. 
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The type-site for this phase, the Tchefuncte site (16ST01), is a Rangia cuneata shell 
midden located on the north shore of Lake Pontchartrain. The site contained pottery, 
tubular clay pipes, baked clay objects, bone tools, and marine shell (Ford and Quimby 
1945; Lewis 1995).  
The most diagnostic trait of this culture is the first widespread use of pottery. 
Tchefuncte pottery is composed of minimally prepared clays with little or no temper 
and the paste is laminated and contorted in fresh breaks. Despite the crudely made 
paste, vessels exhibit fairly elaborate designs and featured podal supports.  
Although this period is characterized by the widespread use of pottery, the 
extensive trade networks of exotic lithic material of the preceding cultures were absent 
(Shenkel 1981).  Dart points are essentially the same as those in the Late Archaic. 
Other common Tchula period artifacts include atlatl weights, baked clay objects, 
blades, drills, plummets, scrapers, and bone tools. Shell artifacts include gouges, 
chisels, gorgets, and pendants (Neuman 1984:127). Lapidary objects and groundstone 
tools are curiously absent from the Tchefuncte artifact assemblage.  
Subsistence practices did not alter much from the hunting and gathering of the 
preceding period. However, evidence of food production comes from Byrd’s (1974) 
study of Tchefuncte subsistence patterns at the Morton Shell Mound site (16IB03) in 
the form of two tropical cultigens, bottle gourd and squash, and one native, weedy 
cultigen, knotweed.   
 Mound construction temporarily ceased at end of the Late Archaic period. 
There are no known early Tchefuncte mounds in Louisiana. Mound building 
reappeared in the late Tchula period.  One complex of mounds is defined in the 
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Lafayette phase in the Bayou Vermilion basin (Gibson 1974).  These inland mounds 
sites served as communal burial locales for the Late Tchula or Early Marksville 
cultures (Weinstein 1986:117).  There is little evidence of social differentiation in the 
burials in these mounds or in the rest of Tchula period sites. 
Late Tchula mound sites appear to be absent on the coast.  Gibson (1974:31) 
postulates that seasonal mobility and a dispersed settlement pattern were the reason for 
this absence; coastal Tchefuncte peoples lacked the “organizational dimension” 
required for mound building.  However, the evidence of Middle Archaic mound 
building in Louisiana indicates that even seasonally mobile, dispersed societies have 
the ability to create monumental architecture.   
The local coastal Tchefuncte culture that occupied the area surrounding Lake 
Maurepas and Lake Pontchartrain is defined as the Pontchartrain phase (Phillips 
1970:881-882).  The Tchefuncte of the coastal Lake Pontchartrain region were a 
conservative social group that exhibited little change for at least 300 years (Shenkel 
1981:33). In addition to the Tchefuncte site, other Pontchartrain components include 
Bayou Jasmine (16SBJ02), Big Oak (16OR06), and Little Oak (16OR07). These sites 
are large to moderate-sized, deeply stratified Rangia shell middens with decorated 
sandy-paste pottery such Alexander series wares, plain sandy-paste wares, and 
Tchefuncte series wares (Weinstein 1986:112). The plain sandy-paste wares are 
essentially the same as Tchfeuncte wares with poorly wedged and laminated pastes but 
with the addition of some sand (Weinstein 1986:109). 
Classic Tchefuncte pottery recovered from sites around the Pontchartrain basin 
are incised, stamped, punctuated, cord impressed, and check stamped varieties 
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(Weinstein 1986:112). Other typical Tchefuncte artifacts include tubular clay pipes, 
bone points, Kent and Pontchartrain projectile points, and baked clay objects 
(Weinstein 1986:112). Weinstein (1986) notes that all the burials located at 
Pontchartrain phase sites were in shallow pits with no associated grave goods.  The 
bulk of the radiocarbon dates from this phase indicate an occupation spanning from 
800 B.C. to A.D. 50 (Hays and Weinstein 1999:50; Weinstein 1986:112).   
Coastal Tchefuncte peoples developed very specialized adaptations to a limited 
range of resources as evidenced by the intensive exploitation of Rangia cuneata shell 
beds (Shenkel 1981:33). Coastal sites were village middens that were located in the 
marshlands near shore (Ford and Quimby 1945:88). The shell middens at the 
Tchefuncte site and Big Oak, which were used and constructed similarly and 
contained the same bone and shell artifact types (Ford and Quimby 1945:87), are good 
examples. The shell midden at the Tchefuncte site served as a burial place for a total 
of 58 partial human skeletons (Lewis 1995:33). As in the mounds at inland sites, the 
burials at the Tchefuncte site and Big Oak lacked grave goods (Ford and Quimby 
1945).  
Shenkel (1981) describes the Big Oak site as a special activity site, a Rangia 
cuneata shellfish collecting station and cemetery, while the site at Little Oak 
represents a base camp occupied throughout the year. The collection station had a low 
artifact density while the base camp yielded a denser artifact concentration with 
greater variety (Shenkel 1981:33).  
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Tchefuncte Sites along the Lower Amite River 
 Of the sites along the Lower Amite River, the Bayou Chene Blanc site 
(16LV43) was the only one with a considerable quantity of Tchefuncte pottery 
(Weinstein 1974:180). The basic type of Tchefuncte pottery recovered was a chalky 
but highly contorted and laminated paste type labeled Tchefuncte Plain, var. 
Tchefuncte (Hays and Weinstein 1999:70-71). The occurrence of shell inclusions in 
the temper in several sherds resulted in the classification of a new variety, Tchefuncte 
Plain, var. Chene Blanc (Weinstein 1974:189). Another type of pottery with a unique 
incised design was Orleans Punctated, var. Jasmine.   
Marksville Period (100 B.C.- A.D 400) 
Pottery designs and mortuary practices of this period in Louisiana resemble 
Hopewellian traditions from Ohio (Neuman 1984:137-168). The Hopewell culture is 
characterized by an unparalleled array of exquisite artifacts from burial mounds 
(Neuman 1984:142). The Marksville culture was a regional manifestation of the vast 
Hopewell complex that contained stylized motifs on pottery, human effigies, platform 
pipes, copper and galena ornaments, quartz crystals, and marine shell (Neuman 
(1984:167). Typical Hopewellian status burial goods were more elaborate and 
included copper pipes, earspools, bracelets, beads, effigy platform pipes, figurines, 
mica, galena, and pearls (Shenkel 1984b:117-119). According to Neuman (1984:149), 
published records of archaeological excavations performed at the Marksville type-site 
(16AV01) “clearly illustrate a Hopewellian introduction into the area.”  Traits such as 
platform pipes, pottery motifs, exotic materials, and burial mounds found at 
Marksville period sites all indicate Hopewellian influences.  
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Hopewell mortuary practices reflect “highly organized social systems in the 
construction of elaborate burial mounds whose basic function seems to have been that 
of a monument to one individual” (Sears 1954:340). Compared to the Hopewell 
tradition, Marksville period burials were not as elaborate and lacked emphasis on the 
individual. At the Crooks site, burials ranged from single internments to mass burials 
(Kidder 2002:77).“Flexed burials were the most common, followed by isolated skulls 
and mandibles, bundle burials, semiflexed, partially disarticulated, and finally, 
extended burials” (Kidder 2002:77). Excavations from the mass burial mounds at 
Crooks (16LA03) and the non-mound Big Oak sites indicate that the Marksville 
culture sociopolitical structure was more egalitarian than the Hopewell. In general, 
mass burials in mounds were indicative of the existence of societies with loosely 
structured social and religious systems (Sears 1958:276).   
Nevertheless, some Marksville sites are rich in burial goods. “The Crooks site 
yielded more artifacts than any other Marksville Culture burial mound thus far in the 
Lower Alluvial Valley” (Neuman 1984:153). The Crooks site “provided elemental 
information for the formulation of the Marksville Culture” and “expanded the list of 
diagnostic Hopewell traits in Louisiana” (Neuman 1984:163). At the Crooks site, the 
most common burial type associated with grave goods was flexed burials (Neuman 
1984:153). Typical Marksville grave goods were pottery, bone, stone, shell, copper, 
galena, pigment, asphaltum, cordage, basketry, and matting (Neuman 1984:167). Clay 
tempered pottery, sometimes with smaller amounts of sand and grit, was plain, rocker 
stamped, dentate stamped, incised (broad u-shaped lines), notched, punctuated, and 
cord marked (Neuman 1984:154). Other associated artifacts were atlatl weights, beads, 
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celts, drills, hammerstones, plummets, shale grasshopper-like effigies, platform pipes, 
baked clay objects, and shell artifacts (Neuman 1984:160). In addition, dog burials 
were found in association with human remains.  
At Big Oak, only one copper bead, three Busycon shell cups, and two ceramic 
vessels with raptorial designs were recovered in a single ossuary event containing over 
50 individuals (Shenkel 1984a:46).  The relative paucity of burial goods associated 
with individuals at Big Oak suggested a marginal Hopewell influence. The contents of 
the Marksville component were viewed as “ impoverished” when compared to other 
assemblages at Marksville sites (Shenkel 1984b:117-119).   
Despite the adoption of many of the Hopewellian traits, there does not appear 
to be any major changes in social structure of the Marksville culture. Artifacts from 
the Crooks and Marksville site indicate that subsistence was essentially the same as 
the Tchefuncte culture, basically that of a hunter-gatherer economy.  
Marksville Phases along the Lower Amite River and Lake Pontchartrain Area 
Phillips (1970:898-899) devised “La Branche” and “Magnolia” as two 
Marksville period phases for the Lake Pontchartrain area in southeast Louisiana. The 
early Marksville period, La Branche phase, was based on the high percentage of 
Crooks stamped pottery that occurred in Marksville component at sites such as Big 
Oak, Little Woods, and the Tchefuncte sites. The majority of late Marksville sites 
along the Lower Amite were from the Magnolia phase as defined by “an absence of 
Crooks stamped pottery, and a presence of Troyville Stamped, Yokena Incised, and 
Churupa Punctated” (Weinstein 1974:36).  
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The Whitehall site (16LV19), located on the right bank of the Lower Amite 
River, contained a Marksville midden underneath the base of an either Late Marksville 
or early Troyville conical mound. The midden contained Marksville Incised, 
Marksville Stamped, and Churupa Punctated sherds, placing the site within the Middle 
to Late Marksville period (Weinstein 1974:139, 153). Another Marksville period 
mound site was Weiss Mound (16LV02), which was located near the east bank of the 
Lower Amite River.  The mound contained Marksville period pottery and lithic tools 
but no burials were reported (Jones and Shuman 1986:27). 
During the Late Marksville period (A.D. 200-400), the Issaquena culture 
developed. Jeter and Williams (1989:127) considered the presence of Issaquena 
components at sites to represent a separate culture from Marksville. The Issaquena 
culture was not influenced by the Hopewell culture. The artifacts of the Issaquena 
phase include platform pipes, Gary and Ellis projectile points, boatstones, awls, 
fishhooks, and points (Greengo 1964:110).  The Lake St. Agnes site (16AV26), 
located on the Red River floodplain, contained a flat-topped pyramidal Late 
Marksville/Issaquena mound (Jeter and Williams 1989:136; Neuman 1984:164-165). 
Secondary burials were recovered from a pit within the first construction stage of the 
low platform mound (Toth 1979:25-28). All of the burials lacked “purposeful funerary 
accompaniments” (Neuman 1984:165). 
Baytown Period (A.D. 400-700) 
 The Baytown period is divided into two cultures, the Baytown culture in the 
northern Lower valley in the Tensas Basin and Troyville culture in the southern Lower 
valley between Vicksburg and Baton Rouge. The cultures are differentiated mainly by 
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their ceramics but also by their social and subsistence organization (Kidder 2002:80). 
Springer (1973:167) viewed the Troyville culture as a development from the earlier 
Marksville culture. 
Cultural features of the Baytown period included “rectangular houses, elbow 
pipes of clay, small and thinned projectile points, pottery trowels, small solid clay 
figurines, and short cylindrical ear spools of clay” (Ford and Willey 1941:345). “The 
distinctive features of this kind of culture are flat-topped substructured mounds with a 
permanent village, often satellite villages strung out at intervals of a few miles” 
(Springer 1973:167).  
With the end of the Marksville period, mound shapes changed from conical to 
flat-topped pyramidal mounds. The function changed from small burial mounds to 
larger pyramidal mounds that were used to cover burials and that may have supported 
structures. “Round temples made by planting wooden poles in the ground stood on 
mound tops and within the temples were circular firebasins lined with clay” (Ford and 
Willey 1941:344). Despite the difference in mound construction and function, there is 
little evidence of social differentiation during the Troyville culture (Kidder 2002).  
The Greenhouse site is the largest excavated site in Louisiana, with 
components of the Baytown to the Coles Creek period (Neuman 1984:184). The multi-
component mounds at the Greenhouse site were arranged around a central plaza. The 
Baytown premound component at Greenhouse contained burials with no associated 
grave goods (Kidder 2002:83). 
The pottery of the Baytown period was locally made with clay temper 
(Neuman 1984:184). Vessel forms include large jars and bowls that were decorated by 
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incised curved and rectilinear lines, rocker stamping, net impression, punctuations, 
and cord marking (Kidder 2002:80; Neuman 1984:184).  The zoomorphic designs so 
prevalent on pottery of the Marksville period were no longer used for decoration. 
Unlike the Marksville period pottery in which decoration covered the entire vessel 
exterior, Troyville period designs were restricted to the upper half of vessels. Other 
artifacts recovered from the Greenhouse site included clay ear spools, elbow shaped 
pipes, platform pipes, and human figurines (Neuman 1984:186). New, smaller 
triangular projectile points may represent the introduction of the bow and arrow to 
Louisiana (Neuman 1984:186). Although atlatl weights, celts, and plummets 
continued to be manufacture during this period, Neuman (1984:186) noted that there 
was a “paucity” of bone and antler tools.  
Sites such as Mount Nebo and Greenhouse contained bathtub-shaped pits that 
were lined with fire-baked walls and contained a layer of ash on the bottom (Neuman 
184:181). The function of this type of pit is unknown, however, they may have been 
used as “cooking pits, crematories, or pottery kilns” (Neuman 1984:181). During the 
Baytown period, there is no evidence for the use of domesticated native cultigens in 
this region (Kidder 2002:82). “Troyville represented the final conclusion of the 
conservative simple non-agricultural hunting and foraging Archaic lifeway” (Jeter and 
Williams 1989:156). 
Troyville Phases along the Lower Amite River 
In the Lower Amite River area, Baytown period components are assigned to 
the Whitehall phase (Phillips 1970:911-912). The multi-component Whitehall site was 
either a seasonal camp or a possible village occupied during the Late Marksville or 
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early Baytown period (Weinstein 1974:150). The multi-component Whitehall site 
contained a wide range of Troyville pottery that consisted of cord marked and incised 
varieties. The mound fill at the Whitehall site was primarily composed of Marksville 
pottery. Weinstein (1974) attributes its presence to the construction of the mound from 
the nearby Marksville age midden. No burials were recovered from the site. 
Coles Creek Period (A.D. 700-1200) 
 Kidder (2002:85) stated that there is evidence that a new pan-Lower Valley 
pattern emerged at the beginning of the Coles Creek period. “The growing importance 
of horticulture and the attendant development of a more complicated, chiefdom-level 
social/political management apparatus marks the emergence of the Coles Creek 
culture in the inland areas” (Jeter and Williams 1989:156). However, along the coast, 
the basic Archaic lifestyle practiced by preceding cultures persisted (Jeter and 
Williams 1989:156). Unlike in the preceding Baytown period, bathtub-shaped pits, 
effigy vessels and figurines are absent at Coles Creek sites  (Kidder 2002:86).  Distinct 
pottery and flat-topped platform mounds arranged in plaza groups typify Coles Creek 
period sites. “While earlier mounds were constructed to cover burials, platform 
mounds were constructed as the foundation for a perishable structure or structures, and 
burials were later deposited in them” (Kidder 2002:86). At the St. Gabriel site 
(16IV128) circular post mold patterns indicated that structures were placed on top of 
the mounds (Woodiel 1980:158). 
During this period, burial offerings in mounds were rare but consisted of celts, 
discoidal stones, copper covered ear spools of stone, and elbow pipes (Ford and 
Willey 1941). Mortuary treatments were highly varied among Coles Creek sites 
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(Kidder 2002:86). Woodiel (1980) reported that the transitional Coles Creek to 
Plaquemine burials at the St. Gabriel site indicated an egalitarian type of social 
behavior. 
“Coles Creek subsistence focused on locally available wild plant and animal 
foods” (Kidder 2002:86). Weedy cultigens such as chenopod, knotweed, and maygrass 
were not as heavily exploited by the Coles Creek culture as other wild plants such as 
acorns, hickory, wild fruits, seeds, tubers, and greens. Evidence of maize, sunflower, 
and tobacco appear mainly in later components at Coles Creek sites (Kidder and Fritz 
1993:86, 294; Kidder 2002:86). Tobacco and maize appeared in small quantities at 
Osceola but were not considered to have been cultivated (Kidder and Fritz 1993:294). 
Similarly, at the St. Gabriel and Bayou Goula (16IV11) sites, the subsistence economy 
was centered on wild fruits and domesticated plants with evidence of some maize 
consumption (Woodiel 1980:158).  
According to Kidder (2002:79), the emergence of agricultural economies and 
the development of increasingly more complex social institutions occurred around 
A.D. 1000.  Ford and Willey (1941) argued that the evolving complex social and 
political behaviors were the result of competition among major mound centers for 
regional authority. Coles Creek mound construction practices and “possible social 
differentiation among Coles Creek burials suggests that individuals or lineages 
occupied sacred places in order to emphasis or reinforce their status” (Kidder 
2002:97).  
Coles Creek period pottery is recovered more than any other ceramic in 
Louisiana (Weinstein 1974:289). Pottery mainly consisted of thinner and better fired 
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plain, clay-tempered wares. Beakers and bowls replaced the large jars of the Troyville 
period. Check stamping is diagnostic of Coles Creek assemblages, especially in 
southern Louisiana (Ford and Willey 1941:346). In addition, some Coles Creek 
pottery wares were incised, painted, punctated, or rocker stamped.  
Coles Creek Phases along the Lower Amite River 
Coles Creek period occupations encompass the majority of the sites located on 
the Lower Amite River (Weinstein 1974). The Bayou Cutler phase (Phillips 1970:920-
923) has been defined for Lower Amite River sites (Weinstein 1974:38). Sites such as 
Whitehall and Head of Island (16LV05) have Bayou Cutler components. Decorated 
pottery types in this phase are dominated by Pontchartrain Check Stamped varieties 
(Weinstein 1974:38).  
The Carthage Bluff Landing site (16LV14) is a prime example of a Rangia 
cuneata shell midden site that had a variety of Coles Creek pottery with a lesser 
Mississippian occupation and no Plaquemine pottery (Weinstein 1974:293).   At the 
multi-component Bayou Chene Blanc site (16LV43), the Coles Creek component was 
dominated by Pontchartrain Check Stamped pottery. Two burials were recovered 
(Weinstein 1974:200-204). One burial was placed on top of a Marksville/ Troyville 
midden and covered with surrounding shell. A possible secondary (bundle) burial may 
have been placed in a pit during the Late Coles Creek period (Weinstein 1974:201). 
The dead were interred without exotic grave goods (Weinstein 1974:291). 
Plaquemine/Mississippi Period (A.D. 1200-1700) 
The Mississippi period in the Middle Mississippi Valley was characterized by 
chiefdom level of social organization, shell tempered pottery, and large, fortified 
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mound centers with nucleated habitation sites (Stoltman 1978:725). Brain’s (1978) 
model explaining the development of Plaquemine culture is generally accepted for the 
northern portion of Louisiana. In Brain’s model, the upper Middle Mississippi Valley 
Mississippian culture encountered the indigenous Coles Creek culture in Louisiana. 
The encounter occurred around A.D. 1000, and resulted in a hybrid—the Plaquemine 
culture. In the southern portion of Louisiana, Phillip’s (1970) model seems to fit 
better. According to Phillips (1970), the Plaquemine culture evolved from Coles Creek 
culture without Mississippian influence. When contact occurred from a Mississippian 
culture to the east, around A.D. 1000, certain traits were selected and adopted by the 
Plaquemine culture. For south Louisiana, the coastal Plaquemine variant was 
“encroached upon by Late Mississippian culture(s) from the east (and north) and by 
the late prehistoric and Protohistoric Attakapa culture from the west” (Jeter and 
Williams 1989:172). According to Knight (1984:201), the Pensacola complex of the 
Mobile-Bay region was a variant of the ceramic complex from the east that had 
reached into the delta region of Louisiana.   
The Bayou Petre phase (A.D. 1200-1500) defined for the St. Bernard Delta 
region of Louisiana may represent a Mississippian population from the Mobile Bay 
region (Jeter and Williams 1989:218). Sites of this phase contain eastern Gulf pottery 
types such as Fort Walton, Moundville, and Pensacola Incised (Phillips 1970:952-
953).  
Changes occurred in pottery by A.D. 1200. Decorations were no longer 
restricted to the neck of vessels and new tempering agents, shell and organics, were 
added to the paste. Decorative stamping on vessels was replaced by brushing and 
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engraving techniques (Neuman 1984:259-262) Neuman (1984:277) lists other pottery 
decorative motifs influenced by the Mississippian “Southeastern Ceremonial 
Complex” of the Southeast such as the sun, hand and eye, and death design. 
Generally, the Plaquemine/Mississippian cultures in Louisiana are assumed to 
have full-scale agriculture. “The cultivation of corn, beans, and squash along with 
native cultigens supplemented hunter-gatherer and fishing technologies at 
Mississippian centers” (Neuman 1984:273). 
Coles Creek traits such as multiple mound constructions, erected and centered 
around plazas, continued in the Plaquemine period. “Multistage mound construction, 
circular or rectangular structures outlined by postmolds inside of or lacking of wall 
trenches, and mortuary practices that included mass burials also demonstrate the 
connection between the two cultures” (Neuman 1984:258). Neuman (1984:273) states 
that socio-religious building platforms contained the burial of high-status individuals, 
other sacrifices, and exotic grave goods. At the Sims site (16SC02) in St. Charles 
Parish, Mississippian burials were associated with grave goods (Neuman 1984:263-
280).  
Plaquemine and Mississippian Phases along the Lower Amite River 
“The number of sites and quantity of pottery recovered indicate that the basin’s 
population during this time period was appreciably smaller than during the proceeding 
period” (Saucier 1963:86). Weinstein (1974) echoed this sentiment with his notice of 
an almost complete lack of Plaquemine and Mississippian pottery along the Lower 
Amite River. The Plaquemine component at the Whitehall site was classified as 
representing the Medora phase (Phillips 1970:950-951). The Medora phase includes 
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clay and shell-tempered pottery (Phillips 1970). Weinstein (1974:150) reported only 
eleven plain-body shell tempered Mississippian types with no Plaquemine pottery 
present at the site.  
One of the few sites along the Lower Amite that did contain decorated 
Plaquemine pottery, such as Coleman Incised and Mazique Incised, was the Bayou 
Chene Blanc site (Weinstein 1974:182). Decorated Mississippian pottery was also 
recovered from the Bayou Chene Blanc site. Decorated types included Mississippi 
Plain, Pocahontas Punctated, and Barton Incised (Weinstein 1974:182). The Carthage 
Bluff Landing site was the only site to contain significant amounts of shell-tempered 
sherds of the Mississippian Plain type (Weinstein 1974:63).  
Early Colonial Period Along the Lower Amite River 
In 1771, Elias Durnford, the Surveyor-General of West Florida, created a map 
(Figure 4-2) showing that the Pascagoula, Choctaw, and Mobilian tribes lived on the 
high ground along the Lower Amite River (Weinstein 1974:27). The high ground 
served as either villages or cornfields. According to Durnford’s map, on April 30, 
1771, the “Indian Village Tribe of the Mobilians” was 1½ miles south of the King 
George Island Mounds site (Figure 4-2); however, the greatest portion of the Indians 
had been removed to the Mississippi. Durnford notes that the land was very good and 
that King George Bayou may have been an old creek that ran behind the Mobilian 
village. Although his map states that the majority of the Mobilians were removed, the 
area was not totally abandoned. A local informant, Reuben Keller, still remembers 
accounts told by his grandmother of Native Americans passing through the area.  
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Figure 4-2. Map of the King George Island Mounds site in relation to the Mobilian 
Village site (data from Weinstein 1974: Figure 4b). 
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CHAPTER 5 
FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 
 
 
In April of 2003, I began my thesis fieldwork at the King George Island Mounds 
site. My thesis research was carried out as part of a larger project at the site with my 
advisor, Dr. Rebecca Saunders. In addition to Dr. Saunders, our crew was composed of 
volunteers from the Baton Rouge Chapter of the Louisiana Archaeological Society, 
Regional Archaeologists Dr. Chip McGimsey and Dr. Rob Mann, and students from the 
Department of Geography and Anthropology at Louisiana State University.  Dr. Joe 
Saunders, Regional Archaeologist for Northeast Louisiana, also lent his expertise in 
coring.  The fieldwork continued in May and ended by October of that year. The primary 
objectives were to accurately map and date the site and to secure an artifact sample that 
might be used to discuss site function. 
Field Methods 
To date there have been four phases of research at the site. The first trip was a 
simple reconnaissance of the site.  A small soil probe was used to take samples from the 
mounds to confirm their cultural origin. Other high ground at the site was also probed. 
Soils from both Mound A and Mound B showed evidence of basket-loaded soil, so 
formal testing at the site was planned. 
In the second trip in April, we began subsurface testing. A 50 x 20 meter grid for 
shovel testing was laid out that started at the base of Mound A and extended west along 
the ridge. Twenty-two shovel tests were excavated. Mounds A and B were tested with 1 x 
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1 meter units. Additionally, continuous soil cores were taken with pvc piping in selected 
areas at the site (Figure 5-1). 
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Figure 5-1.  Contour map of site showing shovel test placement by month. 
 
In May, the grid was expanded for further shovel testing. Twenty-six additional 
shovel tests were completed. The grid, mounds, and the long, linear earthwork were 
mapped. Three 1 x 2 meter test units were excavated in the ridge in October. A final 
extension of the grid resulted in eighteen additional shovel tests shovel tests along the 
fringes of the ridge area. Additional coring and mapping were carried out.   
Mapping 
Dr. Rob Mann conducted the mapping with a Total Station.  Rob downloaded  
horizontal and vertical measurements of the site into Excel. I used the Excel data in 
Surfer, a computer mapping program, to create maps of the site. The final map of the site 
shows three mounds and the presence of two smaller rises (Mounds D and E) that may 
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also be mounds (Figure 5-2). Four out of five of these mounds are connected by an 
artificially constructed, linear ridge. 
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Figure 5-2. Shaded relief map of the King George Island Mounds site. 
 
Mounds A and B are the previously recorded mounds.  Mound B is the larger of 
the two, rising some 10.4 ft (3.2 m) above the natural surface.  Mound A is 8.5 ft (2.6 m) 
high and Mound C is 5.9 ft (1.8 m). Mound D measures 7.2 ft (2.2 m) high and Mound E 
measures 5.2 ft (1.6 m) high. Mounds A, B, and C have flat summits.  However, on the 
map the mounds appear conical, especially Mound A. Whether these flat summits are the 
original shape, have been eroded, or were produced by historic disturbances is unknown.  
Mounds A, B, and C have been extensively trenched, possibly by collectors. The trenches 
are shallow, reflecting the hardness of the moundfill. Based on information from local 
residents and walkover surveys, three more mounds, two to the south and one to the 
north, may be associated with the site.  
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Shovel Tests  
In May, a 50 x 20 meter grid system was laid out at 5 m intervals across the ridge. 
The baseline extended from the edge of Mound A west (240o east of north) along the 
crest of the ridge (Figure 5-2). The first baseline point was arbitrarily placed and 
designated 500N 500E. Four parallel lines of flags were placed 5 m apart to create a total 
of five transects running west parallel with the ridge. Initially, shovel tests were 
excavated at 10 m intervals. The majority of shovel tests were offset 20 cm north of the 
flags except where there were trees. Initially, shovel tests were taken at 5 m intervals for 
better information on pottery and intrasite artifact variability, which later guided the 
placement of 1 x 2 meter units. 
 A total of 48 shovel tests were excavated during the fieldwork in April and May. 
Shovel tests generally stopped at the top of the Pleistocene terrace, at between 60 and 80 
cm bs.  All soils were screened through ¼ inch mesh. Stratigraphy in most shovel tests 
was similar.  The shovel tests consisted of two levels. Level 1 included the ‘A’ horizon 
and a tan silty clay fill to the interface with a buried A horizon, generally around 45 cm  
bs. Level 2 included the buried A horizon and below to the top of the terrace. If the 
buried A horizon was absent, then the shovel tests were excavated as a single 
provenience. 
In October, using the same methodology, 18 more shovel tests were excavated in 
order to collect more information on artifact density. A transect was extended east along 
the ridge from the N485 line. Shovel tests were excavated along this transect at 10 m 
intervals. Five more 10-m-interval shovel tests also were added to the south, starting from 
N480 and E381.5 and ending at the summit of Mound C.  From this line, two shovel tests 
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were located 10 m E-W from N470 E480. A few additional shovel tests were located off 
this line, as shown in Figure 5-1. Three shovel tests were placed at 10 m intervals from 
the center of the base of Mound B at N495.2 E608.1 east towards the end of the ridge. 
Another shovel test was placed from this line at 20 m. The last shovel test was placed 
south of N495 E600. A total of 76, 30 cm square shovel tests were excavated, with the 
majority placed along the ridge.  
The elevated areas at the site suggested that soils were purposefully mounded. 
Shovel testing performed on the ridge revealed the presence of an A, E, Bt (argillic), and 
C horizons. For Louisiana, argillic horizons identified in mounds indicate “great 
antiquity” and usually do not form in mounds less than 1,000 years in age (Saunders and 
Allen 1993:476).   
Argillic horizons (Bt horizons) form as silicate clay particles, calcium, iron, and 
aluminum are translocated by water percolation from the A horizon to the 
underlying C horizon. These transported materials eventually form a Bt horizon in 
which clay particles and other elements are more common than in the weathered 
overlying A or underlying C horizons. (Saunders 1994:134).  
In some areas, below the Bt horizon lay a buried A horizon, which overlay the 
natural Pleistocene terrace (C horizon). However, in some shovel tests the buried A 
horizon overlay another E/Bt horizon. This buried A horizon was the exposed surface 
upon which the earthworks were built. 
Nineteen shovel tests encountered a buried A horizon ranging between ca. 42-63 
cm bs (Figure 5-3;Table 5-1). This buried A was best defined on the eastern portion of 
the ridge between Mounds A and D. There was no buried A horizon beyond the west 
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flank of Mound D.  The absence of a buried A horizon along the western and southern 
ridge towards Mound C may indicate that in this location the original ground surface was 
stripped off prior to ridge construction (McGimsey 2003). As demonstrated in Shovel 
Test N460.5 E379.1, which was located on the N-S ridge between Mound C and the E-W 
ridge, the earthen ridge contained five soil horizons. The first 27 cm of soil excavated 
was a plow zone/A horizon that overlay 19 cm of an E horizon. Underneath the E horizon 
between 46-67 cm lay a Bt soil horizon. Directly below the Bt at 67 cm lay the natural E 
horizon and below that, at 80 cm, was the clayey Pleistocene terrace. 
Figure 5-3. Contour map showing locations of shovel tests with buried A horizons. 
 
         Table 5-1. Shovel Tests with Buried A Horizons. 
N485 E435 N495 E465 N500 E490 
N490 E420 N495 E475 N505 E475 
N490 E455 N495 E485 N505 E485 
N490 E475 N500 E425 N505 E500 
N495 E425 N500 E450 N505 E551 
N495 E435 N500 E460 - 
N495 E445 N500 E470 - 
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A soil sample was taken from the buried A horizon in Shovel Test N495 E475 for 
radiocarbon dating. The humate sample returned a corrected radiocarbon date of 4400 ± 
80 B.P.  (GX-30296; 1cal 5213 (4970) 4861 B.P.), which provides a Late Archaic 
terminus post quem for activity at the site (see Table 7-1 and Appendix B). Three soil 
samples were taken from this horizon for OCR dating, two samples from N495 E475 and 
a third from N495 E485. From the Shovel Test N495 E485, the first sample (ACT # 
6598) came from 63-64 cm and produced a date of 3106 B.P. ± 3106. The samples from 
N495 E475 came from 44-45 cm and 46-47 cm. The former sample (ACT#6599) 
produced a date of 2679 ± 80 B.P. and the latter sample (ACT # 6600) produced a date of 
1444 ± 43 B.P. The samples taken from shovel tests may have been taken incorrectly 
since the samples produced inconsistent results; the sample from the lower depth 
produced a date that was younger than the one taken above it. There may have been 
contamination from the upper levels. In addition, we did not realize that, for dating 
earthworks, a vertical series of samples is required for accurate results. Therefore, these 
OCR dates are disregarded.  
A fine screen sample was taken from the buried A horizon in Shovel Test N495 
E485 for flotation to capture any bones or botanical specimens missed by the ¼ inch 
screen. A cursory examination produced small fragments of burned wood, charred 
hickory or walnut fragments, and one unidentified seed.   
Shovel Tests Artifacts. Sixty-seven of the 76 shovel tests had artifacts (Figure 5-
4 and Table 5-2). Generally, artifacts were less frequent on the outermost edges of the 
ridge system.  A total of 687 artifacts was recovered from shovel testing (Table 5-2). 
Eighty-one percent of the artifacts from all shovel tests were lithic material (Table 5-3).  
 51
Non-lithic artifacts accounted for only 18 percent of the total artifacts recovered from all 
shovel testing. 
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 Figure 5-4. Contour map showing distribution of shovel tests with artifacts. 
 
Table 5-2. Total Shovel Test Artifacts. 
Artifact Count % Weight (g) % 
biface 4 0.6 113.8 17.8 
dart 2 0.3 14.7 2.3 
four-sided drill 4 0.6 16.8 2.6 
microdrill 5 0.7 2.5 0.4 
hammerstone 2 0.3 33.8 5.3 
retouched flake 3 0.4 3.9 0.6 
flake 511 74.4 277.3 43.3 
fire-cracked rock 13 1.9 4.1 0.6 
magnetite 8 1.2 21.1 3.3 
pebble 7 1.0 3.6 0.6 
Subtotal 559 81.4 491.6 76.8 
hardened clay 16 2.3 8.7 1.4 
pottery 111 16.2 138.7 21.7 
Subtotal 127 18.5 147.4 23.0 
glass 1 0.1 1.1 0.2 
Total 687 100.0% 640.1 100.0% 
 
Artifacts present 
No artifacts present 
LEGEND
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Non-lithic artifacts consisted of clay, pottery, and glass.  Lithic, non-tool artifacts 
consisted of fire-cracked rock, magnetite, unmodified flakes, and pebbles. The majority 
(n = 6) of the magnetite was recovered from the ridge area between Mounds A and D.  
Lithic tool artifacts included bifaces, dart points, drills, hammerstones, microdrills, and 
retouched flake tools (Table 5-4).  
Sixty-five percent of the lithic tools were within or near the ridge area between 
Mounds A and D. The most common type of lithic tool recovered from shovel tests was 
drills. Four-sided and microdrills accounted for almost half of the lithic tool artifacts. 
Two of the three four-sided drills were recovered the area between Mounds A and B 
(from N500 E450 and N500 E480), with one recovered near the eastern flank of Mound 
B (N495.6 E616.6) and the other from near Mound C (N450.7 E378).  The microdrills 
were concentrated in the ridge area between Mounds A and D. 
Lithic material in the form of flakes was found throughout all levels of the ridge. 
Lithic flakes account for 72 percent of the total lithic artifacts recovered from shovel 
tests. Local gravel flakes were sorted by the relative amount of cortex present. I divided 
the unmodified flakes into primary, secondary, tertiary, and thinning flakes (Table 5-5). 
Primary flakes were defined as containing at least 50 percent cortex, secondary flakes 
were defined as having 30-50 percent cortex, tertiary flakes contained 10-30 percent 
cortex, and thinning flakes had less than 10 percent cortex. The most common flake type 
was thinning flakes. Over 60 percent of the flakes recovered from shovel tests were 
thinning flakes. Fifteen percent of the total flakes recovered from shovel tests were 
secondary flakes.  
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Ninety-eight percent of the flakes were made of the local gravel. Non-local lithic 
flakes included four of basalt, one of Catahoula quartzite, and five of novaculite. Basalt 
was recovered from near Mound D (485 E425), east of Mound B (in 498.2 E608.1 and 
N495.6 E617.6), and the ridge between Mounds A and D (N500 E450).  Novaculite was 
recovered from near Mound D (in N477 E417 and N485 E435), east of Mound B 
(N495.6 E617.6), and within (N490 E440 and N490 E475) or north of the ridge between 
Mounds A and D (N510 E480).  The Catahoula quartzite flake was recovered from 
Shovel Test N500 E470 in the ridge area between Mounds A and D. 
Table 5-3. Lithic Artifacts from all Shovel Tests. 
Artifact Count % Weight (g) % 
biface 4 0.7 113.8 23.1 
dart 2 0.4 14.7 3.0 
hammerstone 2 0.4 33.8 6.9 
four-sided drill 4 0.7 16.8 3.4 
microdrill 5 0.9 2.5 0.5 
retouched flake 3 0.5 3.9 0.8 
flake 511 91.4 277.3 56.4 
fire-cracked rock 13 2.3 4.1 0.8 
magnetite 8 1.4 21.1 4.3 
pebble 7 1.3 3.6 0.7 
Total 559 100 491.6 100 
 
Table 5-4. Lithic Tools from all Shovel Tests. 
Artifact Count % Weight (g) % 
biface 4 20 113.8 61.3 
dart 2 10 14.7 7.9 
hammerstone 2 10 33.8 18.2 
four-sided drill 4 20 16.8 9.1 
microdrill 5 25 2.5 1.3 
retouched flake 3 15 3.9 2.1 
Total 20 100 185.5 100 
 
Table 5-5. Shovel Test Lithic Flake Artifact Frequency. 
Artifact Count % Weight (g) % 
primary 75 14.7% 91.4 33.0% 
secondary 59 11.5% 63.7 23.0% 
tertiary 60 11.7% 33.4 12.0% 
bifacial 317 62.0% 88.8 32.0% 
Total 511 100.0% 277.3 100.0% 
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Pottery was restricted to the upper levels of the ridge; pottery was absent in the 
buried A horizon in shovel tests. Over 70 percent of the pottery was recovered from one 
shovel test, N490 E440, on the eastern flank of Mound D (Table 5-6). The only decorated 
pottery, zoned incised, recovered at the site came from this shovel test. The zoned incised 
pottery contained platey voids indicative of shell tempering.  Twenty percent of the 
remaining pottery was recovered from the ridge area between Mounds A and D. The 
shovel tests near the summit of Mound C (in N470.5 E380.3, N455 E378, and N450.7 
E378) yielded seven fragments of pottery within the first 30 cm. The shovel test on the 
flank of Mound A (N495 E505) yielded two fragments of pottery within the first 55 cm 
bs. No pottery was recovered from the shovel test on the summit of Mound D. Mound E 
was not tested. 
Table 5-6. Shovel Test Pottery Frequency and Weight. 
Provenience Inclusions Count % Weight (g) % 
N500 E470 clay 5 4.5 6.0 4.4 
N495 E505 clay 2 1.8 2.4 1.8 
N495 E485 clay 13 11.8 11.9 8.8 
N495 E445 clay 3 2.7 7.8 5.8 
N490 E440 shell 78 70.9 93.6 69.4 
N470.5 E380.3 shell 2 1.8 4.5 3.3 
N455 E378 shell 6 5.5 7.7 5.7 
N450.7 E378 rare clay 1 0.9 1.0 0.7 
Total  110 100 134.9 100 
 
Of the total 76 shovel tests, 28 percent (n = 19) contained a buried A horizon 
(Figure 5-3). A total of 294 artifacts (192.3g) was recovered from the shovel tests that 
were divided into levels. Level 1 contained 145 (49.3 percent) artifacts and Level 2 
contained 149 (50.6 percent) artifacts (Table 5-7). However, Level 1 contained the widest 
range of artifact types, including flakes, four-sided drills, magnetite, microdrills, and 
pottery. Level 2 contained artifact types such as a dart point, retouched flake tools, and 
microdrills. Fifty-five and a half percent of the flakes were from Level 2.  
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A total of four microdrills were recovered from the shovel tests. One Type II 
microdrill (see below) and one fragment were recovered from Level 1. Two Type II 
microdrills were recovered from Level 2. A stemless dart point was recovered from the 
top of the buried A in Level 2 of Shovel Test N500 E425. In general, more lithic artifacts 
and tools were recovered from within or below the buried A horizon in the shovel tests 
with discernable buried A horizons. 
Table 5-7. Shovel Tests Artifacts with  Discernable Buried A Horizon. 
                     Level 1                           Level 2                            Total 
Artifact # % Wt (g) % # % Wt (g) % # % Wt (g) % 
dart point - - - - 1 0.7 12.3 11.8 1 0.3 12.3 6.4 
four-sided drill 1 1 4.1 4.6 - - - - 1 0.3 4.1 2.1 
microdrill 2 1 1.3 1.5 2 1.3 1.0 1.0 4 1.4 2.3 1.2 
retouched flake - - - - 2 1.3 2.0 1.9 2 0.7 2.0 1.0 
flake 113 78 52.1 58.9 141 94.6 85.3 85.3 254 86.4 137.4 71.5 
fire-cracked rock 2 1.4 0.5 0.6 1 0.7 0.2 0.2 3 1.0 0.7 0.4 
magnetite 3 2.1 8.6 9.7 - - - - 3 1.0 8.6 4.5 
pebble 3 2.1 2.1 2.4 - - - - 3 1.0 2.1 1.1 
Subtotal 124 85.6 68.7 77.7 147 98.7 100.8 97.1 271 92.2 169.5 88.1 
hardened clay 1 0.7 0.2 0.2 2 1.3 3 2.9 3 1.0 3.2 1.7 
pottery 20 13.8 19.6 19.6 - - - - 20 6.8 19.6 10.2 
Subtotal 21 14.5 19.8 19.8 2 1.3 3 2.9 23 7.8 22.8 11.9 
Total 145 100.0% 88.5 100.0% 149 100.0% 103.8 100.0% 294 100.0% 192.3 100.0%
 
Coring  
The majority of the coring was executed during the first portion of the field 
season. Coring equipment included PVC piping and a height-adjustable, aluminum tripod 
with a winch fixed at the apex to withdraw the core.  The pvc pipe was driven into the 
soil with a hammer and then, using the tripod and winch, was pulled back out. The depth 
of the cores varied from 42 cm to 97 cm. The shorter cores could not penetrate the 
compact Bt horizon in the mounds and ridge.  
A total of six successful cores were taken using this method. Cores #1, 6, and 7 
were placed between Mound A and possible Mound D running N-S along the ridge 
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(Figure 5-5). Core #3 was placed at N500 E465, Core #6 at N510 465, and Core # 7 at 
N480 E465. The three cores were taken across the ridge for information on site 
stratigraphy. Cores #2 and 3 were taken from the base of the unit in Mound A. Core #2 
was discarded due to the core’s inability to penetrate through the Bt horizon. Core #4 was 
taken from the base of the unit in Mound B and has been used to extend the stratigraphy 
of that unit (see below). Core #5 was taken between Mounds A and B at N501 E558. 
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Figure 5-5. Contour map showing locations of the soil cores. 
Cores #1 and Core #5 were sent to Dr. Wayne Hudnall, of the LSU Department of 
Agronomy, for soil profile descriptions. The soils from the cores were analyzed for 
texture, structure, redoximorphic features, consistency, pores, and pH (Table 5-8, 5-9, 
Appendix A). The Ap horizon in Core 1 was not natural, but intentionally placed backdirt 
to keep the deposits secure within the core. The undisturbed A in Core #1, then, is not a 
buried A horizon.  Core #1 could not penetrate past the Bt horizon. Core #5 (Table 5-8) 
showed a thinner formation of an A, E, and Bt soil horizon within the ridge between 
Mounds A and B, buried beneath 72 cm of colluvium, probably from the mounds. This 
Core 4 Core 5
Core 2 and 3 
Core 6
Core 1
Core 7
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relatively thick Ap horizon may be attributed to such factors as slope wash, logging, and 
looting. This core also could not penetrate past the Bt horizon. 
Table 5-7. Core #1 Soil Profile Description (Hudnall 2004). 
Horizon Thickness Texture Munsell pH Structure 
E/Ap 0-9 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 4/2 4.5-5.0 Moderate, fine granular 
A/Ep1 9-17 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 3/3 5.0-5.5 Moderate, fine granular 
A/Ep2 17-36 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 4/3 5.0-5.5 Moderate, fine granular 
E/Ap1 36-41 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 4/3 5.5-6.0 Moderate, fine granular 
E/Ap2 41-70 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 4/3 5.5-6.0 Moderate, fine granular 
E/Ap3 70-72 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 4/3 5.5-6.0 Moderate, fine granular 
A 72-78 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 3/2 5.5-6.0 Moderate, fine subangular  
E 78-92 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 5/4 7.0-7.5 Fine, moderate granular 
Bt 78-114 cm Silty Clay Loam 10YR 4/4 5.5-6.0 Moderate, medium subangular blocky 
 
Table 5-8. Core #5 Soil Profile Description (Hudnall 2004). 
Horizon Thickness Texture Munsell pH Structure 
Ap1  0-10 cm Silt Loam 10YR 5/3 6.0-6.5 Moderate, fine granular 
Ap2 10-25 cm Silt Loam 10YR 5/3 6.0-6.5 Moderate, fine granular 
Ap3 25-53 cm Silt Loam 10YR 5/3 6.0-6.5 Moderate, fine granular 
Ap4 53-72 cm Silt Loam 10YR 4/4 6.5-7.0 Moderate, fine granular 
A 72-82 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 4/2 4.5-5.0 Moderate, fine subangular  
E 82-88 cm Silt Loam 2.5Y 5/4 4.5-5.0 Fine, moderate granular 
Bt 88-92 cm Silty Clay Loam 2.5Y 5/4 4.5-5.0 Moderate,medium subangular 
blocky 
 
Mound Units 
Test units measuring 1 x 1 meter were excavated near the summits of Mound A 
and B (Figure 5-6). In addition, a 1 x 2 meter unit was excavated near the summit of 
possible Mound D on the ridge. This latter unit will be discussed under the Ridge Units 
section. No test units were excavated in Mound C or E, though Mound C was shovel 
tested.  
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Unit 1 in Mound B and Unit 2 in Mound A were excavated by natural stratum. 
The datums for the units were placed at the corner with the highest elevation. 
Excavations were carried out with a shovel and trowel. Mound fill was processed through 
¼ inch mesh screens. A separate field specimen number and bag was assigned to artifacts 
from each stratum. At the base of the excavation unit—when further digging was 
impossible because of the hardness of the soil and the size of the units—photographs 
were taken of the unit floor and profiles.  At least one profile of each unit was drawn. Soil 
samples were taken at 10 cm increments along a wall of each unit for particle size 
analysis. 
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Figure 5-6. Contour map showing locations of the test units.  
 
Unit 1. Unit 1 in Mound B was excavated to a depth of 80 cm bs. There were four 
strata within the unit. They were excavated as Zones 1-4 (Figures 5-7 and 5-8). The first 
stratum, the A horizon, was a clayey loam (10YR 4/3). This was excavated from 0-20 
cm. Zone 2, the E horizon, was a slightly clayey silt (10YR 6/4) that was excavated from 
20-35 cm. Zone 3 was the Bt horizon, a fine sandy clay (10YR 5/4) that was excavated 
from 35-75 cm. Zone 4 was the parent material or moundfill, a heavily mottled fine sandy 
LEGEND 
       1 x 1 meter test units 
       1 x 2 meter test units 
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clay (10YR 7/4 mottled with 10YR 5/6 and 10YR 5/4), and was excavated from 75-80 
cm. 
Unit 2. Unit 2 was excavated to a depth of 87 cm bs in Mound A. There were four 
zones within the unit (Figures 5-9 and 5-10). Zone 1 was the A horizon, a silty loam 
(10YR 4/3), that was excavated from 0-12 cm. Zone 2 was the E horizon (10YR 5/4), a 
slightly clayey silt that was excavated 12-45cm and Zone 2a, a fine sandy loam (10YR 
4/6), that was excavated from 45-50 cm. Zone 3 was the Bt horizon, a fine sandy clay 
(10YR4/4) that was excavated from 50-80 cm. Area 1, probably an animal burrow, was a 
mottled fine sandy clay near the center of Zone 3. Area 1 was described as mottled strong 
brown (7.5YR 5/8), and dark brown color (7.5YR 2.5/2). Zone 4, the C horizon or 
moundfill, was a loamy clay (10YR 4/3) that was excavated from 80-87cm. 
Mound Unit Artifacts. A total of 39 artifacts were recovered from the mound 
unit excavations. Very few artifacts were recovered from Unit 2.  Four flakes and one 
unmodified pebble were recovered from Level 2 of Unit 2 in Mound A. Thirty-three 
artifacts were recovered from Mound B. Level 1 in Mound B contained ten historic 
artifacts that consisted of bottle glass and metal nails. Also recovered within this level 
were three flakes, a biface, and four unmodified pebbles. Level 2 only contained eight 
flakes. An unidentified dart point was recovered from Level 3 at 75 cm bs. Additionally, 
five flakes and one microdrill were recovered from Level 3. There was no pottery present 
in either the moundfill or surface of Mounds A and B. However, Weinstein (1974) 
reported a surface find of two Baytown Plain variety sherds on Mound A. 
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Figure 5-7. Test Unit 1 east wall profile photo. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5-8. Test Unit 1 east wall profile drawing 
 
 
 
 
Key 
Zone 1 Clayey loam (10YR 4/3)- A horizon 
Zone 2 Slightly clayey silt 10YR 6/4)- E horizon 
Zone 3 Clay (10YR 5/4, 10YR 5/6)- Bt horizon 
Zone 4 Fine sandy clay (10YR 7/4, 1YR 5/6, 10YR 5/4)- 
C horizon 
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Figure 5-9. Test Unit 2 west wall profile photo 
.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5-10. Test Unit 2 west wall profile drawing. 
 
 
 
 
Key 
Zone 1 Silty Loam (10YR 4/3)- A horizon 
Zone 2 Slightly Clayey silt (10YR 5/4)-E horizon 
Zone 2a Fine sandy loam (10YR 4/6) 
Zone 3 Fine sandy clay (10YR 4/4)- Bt horizon 
Zone 4 Loamy sand (10YR 4/3)- C horizon 
Area 1 fine sandy clay (10YR 5/8, 10YR 7.5, 10YR 2/2) 
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Ridge Test Units 
Three 1 x 2 meter test units were excavated along the linear ridge in areas that 
shovel testing indicated were high in artifact density or that contained pottery. Thus, 
these units were placed, in part, to get a better understanding of the vertical distribution 
of the pottery. Ridge units were excavated by arbitrary 10 cm levels within natural or 
cultural strata. Depths were measured from the highest corner of each excavation unit. 
Excavations were carried out with a shovel and trowel.  Most soils were processed 
through a ¼ inch mesh. However, a 50 x 50 cm sample of the buried ‘A’ horizon  in each 
unit was screened through ⅛ inch mesh to recover small tools such as microliths. A 
separate field specimen number and bag was assigned to artifacts from each level and to 
artifacts in the ⅛ in screen sample.  A possible feature in Unit 3 was also ⅛ inch 
screened.  
Plan view floor drawings were made and photos taken at the base of any level in 
which soil distinctions were visible. Profiles of two walls from Unit 4 and all four walls 
of Units 3 and 5 were measured, drawn, and photographed. A soil column was taken at 
10 cm increments along a wall of each unit for particle size analysis, though these have 
not been processed. Humate samples of the buried A horizon were taken from wall 
profiles from all of the ridge units. The humate and OCR sample from the buried A 
horizon in the floor of Unit 5 were sent for dating. The humate sample returned a 
corrected radiocarbon date of 4719 ± 40 B.P. (Wk-14971; 1 cal 5577 (5468) 5328), 
which provides a Late Archaic terminus post quem for activity on the ridge (Table 7-1). 
A fine screened sample was taken from Level 7 in Unit 5 for flotation to recover 
any bones or botanical specimens missed by ¼ and ⅛ inch screening. A cursory 
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examination performed by archaeobotanist Katherine Roberts (personal communication, 
2004) indicated that the charred botanicals were primarily wood, along with minor 
amounts of (5-10 pieces) thick hickory nutshell, less than five pieces of acorn, one 
bedstraw seed, two unidentified seed fragments, and a couple of pine cone fragments. 
Unit 3. Unit 3 was excavated in eight levels and contained six zones (Figure 5-
11). Level 1 was composed of a fine silt (10YR3/3) and designated Zone 1. Level 2 was 
designated Zone 2, a silty clay (10YR5/4). Area 1, a dark clayey (10YR 4/3) soil with 
charcoal flecking, was encountered along the east wall of the unit in this level. Area 1, 
originally considered a root or a rodent burrow, can be seen in the east and north wall 
profiles as the top of a large disturbance that was present in the northeastern portion of 
this unit from this depth to ca. 60 cm bs (Figure 5-11). Area 1 was pedestaled at the base 
of Level 2, at 20 cm bs, until Level 4, when it was screened separately. Thereafter it was 
removed separately within each level excavation. Area 1 continued until Level 5 where it 
terminated in the northwest corner under a root. Zone 2 continued through Levels 3 and 
4. Level 5 contained Zone 2, Zone 3, and Zone 4, each of which was excavated and 
bagged separately. At the base of Level 4, Zone 3, a clayier silt (10YR 5/4), appeared in 
the northern and central portion of the unit.  In addition, a hardened clay concentration 
was present in Zone 2. Zone 4 was a heavily mottled light gray silt (10YR 5/3) with 
brown (10YR 3/2) and tan (10YR 6/3) mottling. Zone 4, the buried A, essentially 
replaced Zone 2 by mid-level at 45 cm bs, except in the southeast corner, where Zone 3 
was still present. At the top of Level 6, Area C, an area of very dark compact, friable silty 
clay (10YR3/2), was defined in the southwest corner (Figures 5-12 and 5-13).  
(Inadvertently, the labeling of Areas was changed from numbered to lettered 
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designations.) At the beginning of Level 6, Area C, in the southwest corner was removed 
and screened through ⅛ inch mesh. Area C was still present along the wall at the base of 
the level.  Zone 3 in the northeast corner disappeared by the base of the Level 6 (60 cm 
bs). At the base of Level 6, the floor showed evidence of water sheeting, as shown in 
Figures 5-14 and 5-15.  Though mapped to show the variation in water-disturbed soils, 
the level was removed as a single provenience except for Area C, which was screened 
through ⅛ inch mesh.  
 
Figure 5-11. Test Unit 3 photo of east wall disturbance. Light area in center of 
profile is due to dryness. 
 
Due to limited time and extensive disturbance on the northern end of the unit, 
beginning with this level, only the southern half of the unit was excavated.  However, 
artifacts were plentiful enough that, after exposing the Pleistocene terrace in the south 
half of the unit, the remainder of the buried A in the north half also was excavated. 
During the excavation of the south half of the unit in Level 7, from about. 60-65 cm bs, a 
small lithic scatter was noted near the southeast corner. However, these were not bagged 
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separately. Throughout the level, Areas A, B, C, and D, and Zone 4 (see Figure 5-14) 
became more mottled, transitioning into Zone 5 by the end of Level 7. 
 
Figure 5-12. Test Unit 3 south wall profile photo. 
In the south half of the unit in Level 8 was Zone 5, a heavily mottled silt that 
became lighter with depth. Level 5 was recognized later as an E horizon. Area C 
disappeared by 72 cm bs. Level 9 was composed of two centimeters of disturbed floor 
and wall fall. Rain the previous day caused portions of the southern corners of the unit to 
collapse. As a result, the datum was offset by 10cm. Two centimeters of  “slime” were 
removed from the floor and water screened through ¼ inch mesh. One small sherd was 
recovered. Level 10 contained Zone 6, a heavily mottled clayey silt with manganese 
concretions. Zone 6 represented the illuviating Pleistocene terrace, 20 cm of which were 
removed to show the increase in orange mottling. The dirt was not screened.  
Area  C
Wall fall disturbances
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Figure 5-13. Test Unit 3 Area C in south wall profile drawing. 
 
As noted above, because of the number of artifacts recovered below 60 cm bs, it 
was decided to excavate the northern half of the unit. In the northern half of the unit, at 
60 cm bs, Zones 4 and 5 still indicated water damage, but by 80 cm the soils had 
transitioned into Zone 6. Area E appeared at 61 cm bs along the east wall. Area E, a stiff 
silty clay (10YR 5/3), was a thin deposit that was identical in color and consistency to 
Area C.  Area E was screened though ⅛ inch mesh; the rest of this level was screened 
through ¼ inch mesh.  At 80 cm bs, Zone 5 transitioned into Zone 6. The unit was 
shoveled with no screening until at 100 cm bs in the south half and 80 cm bs in the north 
half of the unit. 
 
Key 
A/ Zone 1   Slightly clayey silt (10YR 3/3)- A horizon 
3/ Zone 2   Slightly clayey silt (3a silt-clay-loam- E horizon 
10/Zones 2, 3, 4  Stiff clay (10YR 5/4)- Bt horizon 
11/ Zones 2, 3, 4  Mottled stiff clay (10YR 5/4, 10YR 33, 10YR 5/6)- Bt horizon 
12/ Zone 3, 4, 5  Mixed and mottled clay 10YR 4/1, 10YR 4/2, 10YR 4/4)- 
Buried A 
12a 10YR3/2 – Organically enriched buried A horizon 
13/Zone 5  Silt mottled with clay (10YR 7/1, 10YR 5/6)- Buried E horizon 
14/ Zone 6  Clay lightly mottled with clay (10YR 6/2, 10YR 5/6)- Pleistocene 
terrace 
16/ Zone 2  Mixed and mottled silty clay (10YR 5/4, 10YR 7/3, 10YR 6/3)- Bt 
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Figure 5-14. Test Unit 3 floor photo and plan drawing of water sheeting at 60 cm. 
 
 
 
 
 
Key 
Zone 1 Heavily mottled silty clay (10YR5/3) 
Area A Fine silty clay (10YR 7/2) 
Area B  Silty clay (10YR 7/3, 10YR 5/3, 10YR, 
4/3) 
Area C Stiff silty clay (10YR 5/3) 
Area D  Silty clay (10YR 6/4) 
 68
Unit 4. Unit 4 was excavated in nine levels and contained six soil zones (Figure 
5-15 and 5-16). Level 1 consisted of the A horizon, a 10YR 5/1 silt and heavy root mat.  
Level 2 contained a plow zone (this probably existed throughout most of the site but was 
most visible in this unit), Zone 2, a 10YR5/4 silt loam. Level 3 also contained Zone 2, 
grading into Zone 3 by the base of the level. 
Level 4 contained Zone 3, a lighter clayey silt (10YR 7/3) that represented a 
transitional A/E horizon. Levels 5 and 6 represented the E horizon. Level 5 contained 
both Zone 3 (10YR 7/3) and Zone 4 (10YR 7/6), a very silty clay. Because at this point 
we realized that these zones were geological rather than cultural in origin, these zones, as 
well as subsequent areas and zones except the buried A were not excavated separately.   
 
Figure 5-15. Test Unit 4 north wall profile photo. 
 
At the base of Level 5, Area 1 was defined in the southeast corner. Area 1 was a 
yellower, clayier, amorphous area that proved to be the top of Zone 4, the Bt horizon.  By 
the base of Level 6, Zone 4 covered the floor of the unit.  Level 7, then, consisted entirely 
of the Bt horizon. Soils in Level 8 were also excavated as Zone 4, but in profile it became 
clear that a vague buried A horizon was present in this level.  A 30 x 30 cm portion of 
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Zone 4 in the southwest corner was screened through ⅛ inch mesh.  The remaining Zone 
4 was ¼ inch screened. By the end of Level 8, Zone 4 was replaced by Zone 5, silt (10YR 
7/2). Zone 5 was a buried E horizon. Screening ceased after Level 8. The western half of 
the unit was excavated from 80-115 cm in order to expose Zone 6, where the buried Bt 
horizon had melded onto the top of the Pleistocene terrace. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5-16. Test Unit 4 north wall profile drawing. 
 
Unit 5. Unit 5 was excavated in nine 10 cm levels and contained seven soil zones 
(Figure 5-17 and Figure 5-18). Unit depth ended at 90 cm. There was little A horizon 
development in this unit. Zone 1 in Level 1 contained both a dense, compacted loamy 
clay (10YR 3.5/3) overburden that resulted from a nearby armadillo burrow and Zone 2 
(the E horizon), a yellowish clayey loam (10YR 5/4). As these were difficult to segregate, 
they were excavated as a single provenience.  Zone 2 ultimately extended to ca. 30 cm bs, 
Key 
1/ Zone 1   Silt (10YR 5/1)-Ap horizon 
2/Zone 2    Silt loam (10YR 5/4)- Ap horizon 
3/Zone 2    Silt loam (10YR 5/4, 10YR 4/4)- A/E horizon 
4/Zone 2    Silt (10YR 6/4)- E/A horizon 
5/Zone 3    Silt loam (10YR 7/2)- E horizon 
6/Zones 3, 4    Silt loam to silty clay loam (10YR 4/4)- Bt horizon 
7/ Zone 4    Silty clay loam (10YR 3/2, 10YR 3/3)- Buried A horizon 
8/ Zones 4, 5   Mottled silt loam (10YR 5/4) Buried E horizon 
9/ Zone 6  Clay (10YR 5/2, 10YR 4/6)- Buried Bt/Pleistocene terrace 
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to the base of Level 3.  Levels 1 and 2 contained modern animal bones, probably all 
armadillo. In Level 2 and 3, sherds were recovered, predominantly from the western end 
of the unit.  
Level 4 was excavated in two proveniences, a transitional Zone 2-3 in the eastern 
half of the unit and, in the western half, Zone 3, a heavily mottled tan and orange loamy 
clay (10YR 5/4), the transitional E/Bt. Zone 3 bottomed out in Level 5 at 42 cm bs.  It 
was followed by Zone 4, the Bt horizon, a dense, compact, heavily mottled stiff orange 
clay (10YR 5/6) with manganese concretions; these concretions were particularly 
abundant in the western half of the unit. Level 6 consisted of Zone 4 only.  At the base of 
this level, 60 cm bs, Zone 5 was defined.  Zone 5 was described as looking like basket-
loaded moundfill: a heavily mottled orange, yellow, and gray clay (10YR 4/3) with 
charcoal flecking and manganese concretions.   
Level 7 contained two zones, the aforementioned Zone 5 that bottomed out 
between 62 (west side of unit) and 68 (east side of unit) cm bs, and Zone 6. Zone 5 could 
be schnitted cleanly off the underlying Zone 6, a gray loam (10YR 4/6) with charcoal 
flecking and manganese concretions, the buried A horizon. A 50 x 50 x 8 cm sample of 
Zone 5 was taken from the floor near the middle of the west wall for flotation; another 
small sample (50 x 50 x 4 cm) was ⅛ in screened. The reminder of Zone 6 was screened 
¼ in to the base of the level. At the bottom of this level, two areas were defined. Both 
were amorphous areas of yellow loamy clay; Area 1 was in the northeast and Area 2 in 
the southeast corners of the unit.  These were not segregated in Level 8, as Zone 6 
became much more mottled as it bottomed out, and the areas simply appeared to be 
slightly higher manifestations of Zone 7, which was defined at the base of the level 
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(though the entire level could be considered a transitional zone—see below).  Zone 7 was 
a heavily mottled, brown-orange, clayey loam (10YR8/2) with manganese concretions—
the top of the Pleistocene terrace. Excavations ceased at the base of this level. 
 
     Figure 5-17. Test Unit 5 north wall profile photo. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5-18. Test Unit 5 north wall profile drawing. 
Key 
1/ Zones 1, 2     Loam (10YR 3.5/3)- A horizon 
2/Zone 2           Slightly clayey silt (10YR 5/4)-E horizon, wetter 
3 /Zones 2-3, 3    Silt (7.5YR 6.5/3)- E horizon 
4/ Zone 2         Clayey silt (10YR 4/4, 10 YR6/4)- E horizon 
5/ Zone 3        Stiff clay (10YR 5/6)- Bt horizon  
6/Zone 4         Mottled clay (10YR 5/4, 10YR 6/6, 10YR 7/6)- Bt/C 
horizon 
7/Zones 5, 6    Mottled loam (10YR 4/3, 10YR 5/4)- Buried A horizon 
8/Zone 6    Mottled silty clay (10YR 8/2, 10YR 4/6)- Buried A/ E horizon 
9/Zone 7     Silt (10YR 8/1, 10YR 5/8)- Pleistocene terrace 
A    Animal burrow 
A 
A 
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Ridge Unit Artifacts. A total of 1000 artifacts was recovered from the ridge test 
units (Table 5-10). Below only a general discussion of the artifacts by unit is given.  
Artifacts are presented in more detail in Chapter 6.  
A total of 585 artifacts (58.5 percent) were recovered from Unit 3 (Table 5-11). 
Unit 3 contained the highest frequencies of lithic, clay, and pottery artifacts.  Lithic tools 
were four-sided drills, a hammerstone, and microdrills. Pottery was found within the first 
five levels of the unit; 39 percent of the pottery was from Level 3. The buried A horizon 
was devoid of pottery. Except for one sherd from wall fall in Unit 3; no pottery was 
recovered below the buried A horizon.  
The levels associated with the buried A horizon, Levels 6 (n = 131) and 7 (n = 
155), contained the most artifacts.  Most of these were flakes.  In Level 7, for instance, of 
the 155 artifacts recovered, 138 were unmodified lithic flakes. Overall, bits of dried or 
fire-hardened clay were the second-most common artifact recovered. Ninety-two pieces 
of clay were recovered from Levels 2 through 7. The majority of the clay was in Levels 4 
and 5.  
A total of 289 artifacts was recovered from Unit 4 (Table 5-12). The lithic tools 
found were a biface, retouched flake, four-sided drill, hammerstone, and microdrills. 
Other artifacts included pottery, ferruginous sandstone, and magnetite. Thirty-one 
fragments of pottery were recovered from the first two levels, 97 percent of which were 
found in the second level.  The highest increase in lithic artifact count occurred in Level 8 
(n = 64). In Level 8, there were 62 lithic flakes, 80 percent of which were thinning flakes.  
As in Unit 3, this increase in artifacts is associated with the buried A horizon. 
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One hundred and twenty six artifacts were recovered from Unit 5 (Table 5-13). 
Not included in the table were eleven pieces of modern bone introduced by animal 
burrows.  Eight pieces of bone were from the first level and three were from the second 
level. Formal lithic tools found were a biface, dart points, retouched flakes, and 
microdrills. Pottery was recovered, but restricted to the second through the fourth levels 
of the unit. Of the 27 fragments of pottery, 63 percent were found in the second level and 
only one piece was recovered from Level 4. The highest increase in artifact counts 
occurred in Level 7 (n = 31).  The high density is associated with the buried A horizon. 
Table 5-10. Ridge Unit Artifacts. 
Artifacts Count % Weight % 
blocky debitage 5 0.5% 1.9 0.1% 
fire-cracked rock 30 3.0% 22 1.5% 
flake 700 70.0% 436.3 29.5% 
magnetite 14 1.4% 64.3 4.4% 
pebble 16 1.6% 13.5 0.9% 
sandstone 5 0.5% 14.5 1.0% 
Subtotal 772 77.2% 555.2 37.6% 
biface 3 0.3% 33.7 2.3% 
dart 2 0.2% 11.3 0.8% 
four-sided drill 3 0.3% 16.2 1.1% 
microdrill 13 1.3% 12.5 0.8% 
hammerstone 2 0.2% 2 0.1% 
retouched flake 2 0.2% 2.7 0.2% 
Subtotal 23 2.3% 71.4 4.8% 
hardened clay 93 9.3% 663.6 44.9% 
pottery 104 10.4% 186.2 12.6% 
Subtotal 197 19.7% 849.8 57.6% 
botanic 8 0.8% 0.2 0.0% 
Total 1000 100.0% 1476.6 100.0% 
 
Mound and Ridge Unit Soils Discussion 
All of the unit profiles showed the development of three soil horizons including a 
pronounced E and Bt or argillic horizon (Table 5-14).  
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       Table 5-11a. Test Unit 3 Artifact Count Frequencies. 
Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Walls Total 
Artifact # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 
hammerstone - - - - - - - - - - 1 0.8 4 2.6 - - - - 1 0.2 
four-sided drill - - - - 1 2.0 - - - - - - 1 0.6 - - - - 2 0.3 
microdrill - - - - 2 4.0 1 1.5 1 1.4 1 0.8 3 1.9 1 2.8 - - 9 1.5 
flake 15 51.7 19 48.7 13 26.0 22 33.3 31 44.3 122 93.1 138 89.0 34 94.4 3 33.3 397 67.9 
blocky debitage 3 10.3 - - - - -   - 1 1.4 - - - - - - - - 4 0.7 
fire-cracked rock 3 10.3 3 7.7 4 8.0 3 4.5 3 4.3 - - 3 1.9 1 2.8 - - 20 3.4 
magnetite 1 3.4 - - - - - - - - - - 4 2.6 1 2.8 - - 5 0.9 
pebble 3 10.3 - - 1 2.0 - - 1 1.4 1 0.8 1 0.6 - - - - 7 1.2 
sandstone - - - - - - 1 1.5 - - 1 0.8 - - - - - - 2 0.3 
Subtotal 25 86.2 22 56.4 21 42.0 27 40.9 37 52.9 126 96.2 150 96.8 36 100 9 33.3 447 76.4 
hardened clay - - 2 5.1 11 22.0 38 57.6 26 37.1 5 3.8 5 3.2 - - 5 55.6 92 15.7 
pottery 4 13.8 15 38.5 18 36.0 1 1.5 7 10.0 - - - - - - 1 11.1 46 7.9 
Subtotal 4 13.8 17 43.6 29 58.0 39 59.1 33 47.1 5 3.8 5 3.2 - - 6 66.7 138 23.6 
Total 29 100 39 100 50 100. 66 100 70 100 131 100 155 100.0 36 100 9 100 585 100 
 
 
        Table 5-11b. Test Unit 3 Artifact Weight Frequencies. 
Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Walls Total 
Artifact g % g % g % g % g % g % g % g % g % g % 
hammerstone - - - - - - - - - - 1.2 0.9 - - - - - - 1.2 0.1
four-sided drill - - - - 3.4 5.5 - - - - - - 6.8 5.2 - - - - 10.2 0.9
microdrill - - - - 1.3 2.1 0.2 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.6 0.5 6.8 5.2 0.7 2.4 - - 10.3 0.9
flake 5.9 23.4 8.4 17.8 5.6 9.1 8.8 7.0 26.5 8.8 109.6 84.9 97.1 76.1 27.8 96.5 3 33.3 290.4 26.2
blocky debitage 1.7 6.7 - - - - - - 0.3 0.1 - - - - - - - - 1.3 0.1
fire-cracked rock 2.4 9.5 3.1 6.6 1.8 2.9 1.8 1.4 0.8 0.3 - - 2.9 2.3 0.3 1.0 -  13 1.2
magnetite 0.3 1.2 - - - - - - - - - - 15.8 12.4 - 100. - - 16.1 1.5
pebble 5.5 21.8 - - 0.5 0.8 - - 0.9 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.2 - - - - 7.6 0.7
sandstone - - - - - - 1.2 1.0 - - 3.2 2.5 -  - - - - 4.4 0.4
Subtotal 15.8 62.7 11.5 24.3 12.6 20.6 12.0 9.6 29.2 9.7 115.1 89.2 125.3 98.2 28.8 100 3 33.3 350.2 31.5
hardened clay - - 2.9 6.1 11 17.9 112.7 89.9 260.2 86.1 14 10.8 2.3 1.8 - - 5 55.6 663.3 59.8
pottery 9.4 37.3 32.9 69.6 37.7 61.5 0.6 0.5 12.8 4.2 - - -  - - 1 11.1 96.6 8.7
Subtotal 9.4 37.3 35.8 75.7 48.7 79.4 113.3 90.4 273.0 90.3 14.0 10.8 2.3 1.8 - - 6 66.7 759.9 68.5
Total 25.2 100 47.3 100 61.3 100 125.3 100 302.2 100 129.1 100 127.6 100 28.8 100 9 100 1110.1 100
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  Table 5-12a. Test Unit 4 Artifact Count Frequencies. 
Level 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Walls Total 
Artifacts # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 
biface - - - - 1 2.6  - - - 1 8.3 - - - - - - 2 0.7
hammerstone - - - - 1 2.6 2 4.5 - - - - - - - - - - 1 0.3
four-sided drill - - - - - - 1 2.3 - - - - - - - - - - 1 0.3
microdrill - - - - 1 2.6 1 2.3 - - - - - - - - 1 2.8 3 1.0
flake 1 50.0 25 43.1 30 76.9 33 75.0 8 80.0 10 83.3 24 100.0 62 96.9 31 86.1 224 77.5
fire-cracked rock - - 3 5.2 - - 2 4.5 - - - - - - 1 1.6 2 5.6 8 2.8
magnetite - - - - 5 12.8 1 2.3 1 10.0 - - - - - - 1 2. 8 2.8
pebble - - - - 1 2.6 2 4.5 1 10.0 1 8.3 - - 1 1.6 1 2.8 7 2.4
sandstone - - - - - - 3 6.8 - - - - - - - - - - 3 1.0
Subtotal 1 50 28 48.3 39 100 43 97.7 10 100 12 100 24 100 64 100 36 100 257 88.9
hardened clay - - - - - - 1 2.3 - - - - - - - - - - 1 0.3
pottery 1 50.0 30 51.7 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 31 10.7
Subtotal 1 50 30 51.7 - - 1 2.3 - - - - - - - - - - 32 11.1
Total 2 100 58 100 39 100 44 100 10 100 12 100 24 100 64 100 36 100 289 100
 
 
 
       Table 5-12b. Test Unit 4 Artifact Weight Frequencies. 
Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Walls Total 
Artifacts g %  g % g % g % g % g % g % g % g % g % 
biface - - - - 30 47.9 - - - - 3.2 33.3 - - - - - - 332. 14.9 
hammerstone - - - - 0.8 1.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.8 0.4 
four-sided drill - - - - - - 6.0 13.2 - - - - - - - - - - 6.0 2.7 
microdrill - - - - 0.2 0.3 0.9 2.0 - - - - - - - - 0.4 2.7 1.5 0.7 
flake 1.3 54.2 14.5 27.0 13.4 21.4 9.9 21.9 4.3 89.6 6.1 63.5 7.8 100 20.9 94.14 12.7 86.4 90.9 40.7 
fire-cracked rock - - 7.2 13.4 - - 0.4 0.9 - - - - - - 0.2 0.9 0.6 4.1 8.4 3.8 
magnetite - - - - 16.6 26.5 17.1 37.7 0.2 4.2 - - - - - - 0.7 4.8 34.6 15.5 
pebble - - - - 1.6 2.6 0.6 1.3 0.3 6.3 0.3 3.1 - - 1.1 4.95 0.3 2.0 4.2 1.9 
sandstone - - - - - - 10.1 22.3 - - - - - - - - - - 10.1 4.5 
Subtotal 1.3 54.2 21.7 40.3 62.6 100 45 99.3 4.8 100 9.6 100 7.8 100 22.2 100 14.7 100 189.7 85.0 
hardened clay - - - - - - 0.3 0.7 - - - - - - - - - - 0.3 0.1 
pottery 1.1 45.8 32.1 59.7 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 33.2 14.9 
Subtotal 1.1 45.8 32.1 59.7 - - 0.3 0.70 - - - - - - - - - - 33.5 15.0 
Total 2.4 100 53.8 100 62.6 100 45.3 100 4.8 100 9.6 100 7.8 100 22.2 100 14.7 100 231.2 100 
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          Table 5-13a. Test Unit 5 Artifact Count Frequencies. 
Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Walls Total 
Artifacts # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 
biface - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 4.5 - - - - 1 0.8 
dart - - 1 5.3 - - - - - - - - - - 1 4.5 - - - - 2 3.9 
microdrill - - - - - - 1 7.1 - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 0.8 
retouched flake 1 25.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 4.5 - - - - 2 1.6 
flake 3 75.0 1 5.3 8 42.1 12 85.7 6 85.7 5 100 21 67.7 18 81.8 1 100 4 100 79 62.7
blocky debitage - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 3.2 - - - - - - 1 0.8 
fire-cracked rock - - - - 1 5.3 - - - - - - 1 3.2 - - - - - - 2 1.6 
magnetite - - - - 1 5.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 0.8 
pebble - - - - - - - - 1 14.3 - - - - 1 4.5 - - - - 2 1.6 
Subtotal 4 100 2 9.5 10 52.6 13 48.1 7 100 5 100 23 74.2 22 100 1 100 4 100 94 42.2
pottery - - 17 89.5 9 47.4 1 7.1 - - - - - - - - - - - - 27 20.9
botanic - - - - - - - - - - - - 8 25.8 - - - - - - 8 6.2 
Total 4 100 19 100 19 100 14 100 7 100 5 100 31 100. 22 100 1 100 4 100 129 100 
 
 
 
      Table 5-13b. Test Unit 5 Artifact Weight Frequencies. 
Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Walls Total 
Artifacts g % g % g % g % g % g % g % g % g % g % g % 
biface - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.5 2.3 - - - - 0.5 0.3 
dart - - 3 8.4 - - - - - - - - - - 8.3 38.8 - - - - 11.3 7.9 
microdrill - - - - - - 0.7 7.4 - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.7 0.5 
retouched flake 1.6 23.5 - - - - - - - - - - - - 1.1 5.1 - - - - 2.7 1.9 
flake 5.2 76.5 0.5 1.4 4.5 10.8 7.6 80.9 8.6 84.3 1.6 100 10.9 90.1 11.4 53.3 0.1 100 4.6 100 55.0 143.3
blocky debitage - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.6 5.0 - - - - - - 0.6 0.4 
fire-cracked rock - - - - 0.2 0.5 - - - - - - 0.4 3.3 - - - - - - 0.6 0.4 
magnetite - - - - 13.6 32.8 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 13.6 9.5 
pebble - - - - - - - - 1.6 15.7 - - - - 0.1 0.5 - - - - 1.7 1.2 
Subtotal 6.8 100 3.5 9.8 18.3 44.1 8.3 88.3 10.2 100 1.6 100 11.9 98.3 21.4 100 0.1 100 4.6 100 86.7 60.5
pottery - - 32.1 90.2 23.2 55.9 1.1 11.7 - - - - - - - - - - - - 56.4 39.4
botanic - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.2 1.7 - - - - - - 0.2 0.1 
Total  6.8 100 35.6 100 41.5 1 9.4 1 10.2 1 1.6 100 12.1 100 21.4 100 0.1 100 4.6 100 143.3 100 
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Table 5-14. Soil Horizon Development of all Test Units. 
Soil Horizons Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 Unit 5 
A  0-5m 0-5cm 0-10cm 0-25cm 0-10cm 
E  5-35cm 5-43cm 10-35cm 25-50cm 10-40cm 
Bt  35-70cm 33-70cm 35-50cm 50-70cm 40-60cm 
C/moundfill 70-80cm 70-78cm - - - 
Ab - - 50-70cm 70-83cm 60-78cm 
Eb - - 70-80cm 83-102cm 78-85cm 
Bt - - - 100-120cm - 
Terrace - - 80-cm 120-cm 85-cm 
 
In order to confirm the presence of an argillic (Bt) horizon, soil samples were 
taken from the wall profiles of Unit 1 and 2 for particle size analysis. The soil samples 
from Unit 1 were chosen for analysis. Results from the samples and Core #4 taken from 
Mound B for soil particle size lab analysis correlates with three of the soil horizons 
identified from unit excavation.  The frequency of clay-sized particles increased at 35 cm 
by 26 percent, indicating the formation of a distinct argillic horizon (Figure 5-19 and 
Table 5-15). Similar argillic horizons were present in the unit profiles of Mounds A, B, 
and D and the shovel test profile of Mound C (Table 5-16). Possible Mound E has not 
been tested. The shovel test in Mound C did not expose a buried A horizon.  
Excavations in the two mound units were not deep enough to expose the presence 
of a buried A.  In order to determine if one existed below the mound—and if so to secure 
a sample for a radiocarbon date from it—Dr. Chip McGimsey and Dr. Joe Saunders took 
a non-continuous, bucket auger core in Mound A approximately 25 cm west of Unit 2. 
According to McGimsey (2003), the core had a 15-20 cm thick A horizon with a 20-35 
cm thick, but not strongly developed, E horizon. A Bt horizon was very distinct at 35 cm. 
The auger continued until it reached 100 cm bs, where it encountered a dark gray silty 
stratum. A white-gray silty stratum lay below this at 115-124 cm bs. The latter stratum 
may represent another E horizon.  If so, then the dark gray silty stratum may be a pre-
mound deposit.  
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Figure 5-19. Clay particle size curve (chart by Dr. R. Saunders). 
 
Table 5-15. Clay Particle Size Analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
In order to retrieve a sample of the buried A, a second auger boring placed 
between the first auger hole and the unit was taken to above the buried A, approximately 
90 cm bs. Then a split corer was used to retrieve a sample of the buried A.  The split 
corer obtained a partial sample at 96-105 cm bs, a medium gray silt with charcoal and 
burnt soil.  The charcoal sample returned a corrected radiocarbon date of 4455 ± 39 B.P.  
Sample # Zone Depth (cm bs) Sand % Silt % Clay % Class 
1 2 15 5.9 81.1 13 Silt Loam 
2 2 25 8.5 82.1 9.4 Silt 
3 3 40 5.4 59.1 35.5 Silty Clay Loam 
4 3 50 5.4 55.2 39.4 Silty Clay Loam 
5 3 60 5.6 55.9 38.5 Silty Clay Loam 
6 3 70 5.6 60.4 34 Silty Clay Loam 
7 4 80 8.3 58.9 32.9 Silty Clay Loam 
Core #4 4 90 8.4 58.7 33 Silty Clay Loam 
D
ep
th
 
Percent
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(Wk-14970; wood charcoal; 1 cal 5275 (5045) 4975)), which provides a Late Archaic 
terminus post quem for the construction of Mound A (see Table 7-1 and Appendix B). 
Table 5-16. Mound Test Unit and Shovel Test Soil Profiles. 
Soil 
Horizons 
Mound A (Unit 
2) 
Mound B (Unit 
1) 
Mound C (N435 
E378) Mound D (Unit 4) 
A  0-5cm 0-5cm 0-15cm 0-25cm 
E  5-35cm 5-43cm 15-30cm 25-50cm 
Bt  35-70cm 33-70cm 30-80cm 50-70cm 
C/moundfill 70-80cm 70-78cm 80-125cm - 
Ab - - - 70-83cm 
Eb - - 125-149cm 83-100m 
Btb - - - 100-120cm 
terrace - - 149-165cm 120-cm 
 
Due to the relatively shallow depth of the units and the failure of the PVC cores to 
collect deep samples, multiple mound construction stages were not evident. Both mounds 
have similar processes of soil development from 0-80 cm bs; nothing more can be said 
about mound characteristics.  
 All three ridge units contained essentially the same stages of soil development; 
the soils showed similar degrees of soil development as exposed in the excavations in 
Mounds A and B and the shovel test in Mound C. Present within the ridge are six soil 
horizons; A, E, Bt, Ab, Eb, Btb, and C (Table 5-17). The A horizon ranged from 10-25 
cm in thickness. The E horizon ranged from 25-30 cm in thickness. The Bt horizon 
ranged from 15-20 cm in thickness. The Ab horizon ranged from 13-20 cm in thickness. 
The Eb horizon ranged from 10-19 cm in thickness. In Unit 4, the Bt horizon was 13 cm 
thick. The Btb horizon was melded onto/into the top of the Pleistocene terrace in N435 
E378, Units 3, and 5 and thus not recorded. Excavations ceased once the Pleistocene 
terrace was adequately exposed.  
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Table 5-17. Ridge Test Unit soil horizon Development. 
Soil Horizons Unit 3 Unit 4 Unit 5 
A 0-10cm 0-25cm 0-10cm 
E 10-35cm 25-50cm 10-40cm 
Bt 35-50cm 50-70cm 40-60cm 
Ab 50-70cm 70-83cm 60-78cm 
Eb 70-80cm 83-102cm 78-85cm 
Btb - 102-115cm - 
C 80-cm 115-cm 85-cm 
 
Features 
Area C, in the southwest corner of Unit 3, was one possible feature (Figure 5-12). 
Area C was a pocket of very dark, 10YR 3/2 silty loam, that was encountered at 50 cm bs 
in the southwest corner of the unit.  This area was darker and had more humic material 
than the surrounding buried A horizon, but was contained within the buried A horizon. 
The soil was screened separately through ⅛ inch mesh for artifacts. A biface fragment 
and 11 lithic flakes of various sizes were recovered from this feature. Area E, in Level 8 
of the northern portion of Unit 3, was a thin deposit that was identical in color and 
consistency to Area C. A four-sided drill fragment was the only tool recovered from this 
area. Unmodified lithic artifacts included 27 flakes and three pieces of magnetite.  
Areas C and E could be parts of cultural features that extend into the south and 
east of the unit, respectively. It is unclear what accounts for the increase of organic 
material in these areas. There is no significant increase in lithic material from either of 
these areas. The function of this feature is unknown.  
Summary 
 The King George Island Mound site was initially described as a mound site with 
two conical mounds. New data recovered in this research indicates the presence of two to 
three additional mounds. Mound D was the only mound at the site that was excavated to 
the Pleistocene terrace.  
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 Artifacts and soils support radiocarbon data that indicate Late Archaic 
construction of the mounds. Seventy-six shovel tests, five test units, and seven cores were 
excavated at the site (Figure 5-20).  The highest density of artifacts was recovered from 
the buried A horizon in unit excavations and shovel tests excavated in levels. Except for 
one sherd in Unit 3, the buried A horizon was devoid of pottery. The presence of a well-
developed argillic (Bt) soil horizon within the mounds and the eastern ridge, in 
conjunction with the relative paucity of pottery, suggests that the site was constructed 
during the Archaic period.  
 
Figure 5-20. Contour map showing total shovel test, test unit, and core locations. 
LEGEND 
•  Cores 
•  Shovel tests 
•  Test Units 
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CHAPTER 6 
ARTIFACT DESCRIPTION 
 
 
A total of 1729 artifacts was recovered from the King George Island Mounds site, 
including 1383 prehistoric lithic artifacts, 90 percent of which were flakes (Table 6-1). 
Prehistoric non-lithic artifacts included hardened clay and pottery. Historic artifacts 
included animal bone, glass, and nails. No evidence of lapidary items such as beads and 
zoomorphic objects were recovered from excavations. Also absent in the assemblage 
were prehistoric bone and shell. 
Table 6-1. Total Artifact Frequencies. 
Artifacts Count % Weight (g) % 
blocky debitage 5 0.3 2.6 0.1 
fire-cracked rock 43 2.5 26.2 1.2 
flake 1231 71.2 724.2 31.8 
magnetite 22 1.3 85.4 3.8 
pebble 27 1.6 21.2 0.9 
sandstone 6 0.3 16.1 0.7 
biface 7 0.4 161.6 7.1 
dart 5 0.3 49.1 2.2 
four-sided drill 8 0.5 33.5 1.5 
hammerstone 4 0.2 35.8 1.6 
microdrill 19 1.1 11.5 0.5 
retouched flake 6 0.3 7.4 0.3 
Subtotal 1729 80 2277.1 51.6 
hardened clay 109 6.3 672.3 29.5 
pottery 215 12.4 324.9 14.3 
Subtotal 324 18.7 997.2 43.8 
bone 11 0.6 11.9 0.5 
glass 7 0.4 14.8 0.6 
nails 4 0.2 78.6 3.5 
Subtotal 22 1.2 105.3 4.6 
Total 1729 100 2277.1 100 
 
Lithic Artifacts 
The majority of the lithic assemblage consisted of unmodified flakes.  Bifaces and 
other lithic tools accounted for 2.8 percent of the lithic artifacts collected. Present in the 
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lithic tool assemblage were early-stage reduction bifaces, dart points, four-sided drills, 
hammerstones, microdrills, and retouched flakes (Table 6-2).  
Table 6-2. Lithic Tool Artifact Frequencies. 
Artifact Count % Weight (g) % 
biface 7 14.3% 161.6 54.1% 
dart 5 10.2% 49.1 16.4% 
four-sided drill 8 16.3% 33.5 11.2% 
hammerstone 4 8.2% 35.8 12.0% 
microdrill 19 38.8% 11.5 3.8% 
retouched flake 6 12.2% 7.4 2.5% 
Total 49 100.0% 298.9 100.0% 
 
Citronelle gravel, available in outwash deposits along the Middle Amite River, 
was the primary source of lithic material for tool manufacture. “Gravel is most abundant 
immediately downstream of tributaries and in places where Deweyville streams had cut 
into older gravel concentrations” (Gagliano 1964:25). At present, the closest source of 
this outwash gravel is located approximately eighteen miles north of Denham Springs 
along the Amite River. Available within these deposits are sedimentary rocks such as 
chert and sandstone as well as the mineral quartz. 
At the King George Island Mounds site, local Citronelle gravel dominated the 
lithic raw material assemblage, accounting for 92 percent of the total lithic artifacts 
(Table 6-3). Also recovered was locally available ferruginous sandstone. Exotic lithic 
material accounted for only 6 percent of the total lithic collection. Exotic lithic material 
included sedimentary (novaculite), metamorphic (quartzite) and igneous (basalt) rocks, 
and the mineral magnetite.  
Magnetite was the only exotic unmodified mineral. At Archaic and Poverty Point 
culture sites, magnetite was used in the manufacture of plummets (Connolly 1998; 
Gibson 2001). The nearest source for magnetite is the outcrops in northeast Arkansas 
(Ford and Webb 1956:93). The unmodified magnetite (n = 22; 85.4g) at King George 
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Island Mounds site was tabular in form. Unmodified magnetite was recovered from six 
shovel tests  (N490 E445, N495 E455, N495 E475, N495 E617.6, and N500 E480), 
located along the west flank of Mound D to the area just east of Mound B. However, the 
majority of the magnetite (n = 14, 64.3 g) was recovered from the units within the ridge. 
The magnetite recovered from Ridge Unit 4 (n = 8, 34.6 g) and Ridge Unit 5 (n = 1, 13.6 
g) were from within the first 30 cm. However, in Unit 3 (n = 5, 16.1 g), three of the 
fragments were from the buried A horizon. 
Table 6-3. Lithic Raw Material Types. 
Artifact Count % Weight (g) % 
basalt 7 0.5% 1.7 0.1% 
chert 1282 92.8% 1050.8 89.5% 
magnetite 22 1.6% 85.4 7.3% 
novaculite 57 4.1% 17.2 1.5% 
quartzite 4 0.3% 1.7 0.1% 
sandstone 10 0.7% 17 1.4% 
Total 1382 100.0% 1173.8 100.0% 
 
Modified exotic lithic materials recovered from the site were basalt, magnetite, 
novaculite, and quartzite. Hornblende basalt porphyry, an igneous rock, was present at 
the Poverty Point culture sites Jaketown and Slate (Lauro and Lehmann 1982; Lehmann 
1982a). The basalt recovered from King George Island Mounds site was also a porphyry 
type of basalt that contains olivine and plagioclase phenocrysts (Dr. Brooks Ellwood, 
personal communication, Department of Geology, LSU, 2003). The basalt was modified 
into flakes that were recovered from the first 60 cm in shovel tests (n = 6; 1.3 g) from the 
area east of Mound D to the area just west of Mound B. Of the units, Unit 3 contained the 
only flake of basalt recovered; this was recovered from the first 20 cm. 
One microdrill (Type I; see below) was made of either magnetite or basalt with a 
high concentration of magnetite (Dr. Brooks Ellwood, personal communication 
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Department of Geology, LSU, 2003). This tool was recovered from the buried A horizon 
in shovel test N495 E495 along the ridge between Mounds A and D. 
At the Poverty Point site, novaculite was primarily used in the manufacture of 
projectile points (Webb and Gibson 1981). One novaculite dart point was recovered from 
the buried A horizon in Unit 5. A microdrill preform fragment of novaculite was 
recovered from wall-clean up in Unit 4. All of the novaculite flakes from the ridge units 
came from the buried A horizon; however, one flake was recovered from the first 20 cm 
in Unit 2 in Mound A.  
At the Poverty Point site, quartzite was primarily used in the manufacture of 
conchoidal flaked objects and microliths or “microflints” (Webb and Gibson 1981). One 
thinning flake of Catahoula quartzite was recovered from within the first 30 cm in shovel 
test N500 E470 along the ridge between Mounds A and D. Catahoula quartzite occurs in 
the Catahoula formation in central northwest Louisiana. Another type of non-local 
quartzite was also found at the King George Island Mounds site. This type is a gray 
translucent quartzite with microscopic dark speckles and may be Tallahatta quartzite. 
Tallahatta quartzite, also called orthoquartzite, occurred at the Garcia site (Gagliano 
1963). Tallahatta quartzite occurs in southcentral and southwest Alabama as well as parts 
of southeast Mississippi (Copeland 1968). The only modified material made of this type 
of quartzite was a microdrill (Type II) recovered from the top of the buried A horizon in 
Shovel Test N500 E460 along the ridge between Mounds A and D. A third type of 
quartzite was used in the production of a possible four-sided drill tip fragment from the 
buried A horizon in Unit 5. This type of quartzite was lighter gray in color and not as 
translucent as the orthoquartzite drill but exhibited a medium to high luster.  
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The majority (75 percent) of the exotic lithic tool artifacts (n = 4; 9.4g) came from 
the buried A horizon within the area of the ridge between Mounds A and D.  No exotic 
materials were recovered from the area surrounding Mound C. Novaculite appears to be 
primarily associated with the buried A horizon. Unmodified magnetite and basalt flakes 
were generally recovered above the buried A horizon along the ridge.  
Bifaces 
The majority of the bifaces (blanks, preforms, and preform fragments) were 
recovered from shovel tests within the ridge area between Mounds A and D (Table 6-4). 
Seven bifacially flaked cobbles were recovered from the excavations (Figure 6-1).  Five 
of these were classified as blanks based on incomplete bifacial edging (Andrefsky 1998). 
The remaining two bifaces were classified as broken preforms based on the complete 
bifacial edging. All of the bifaces still retained cortex on their edges and cannot be 
classified as finished preforms.  All of the bifaces were made from the locally available 
tan Citronelle chert, though one, a turtle-backed blank (Figure 6-1, f), was made of a less 
common, banded Citronelle chert. 
Most bifaces were in the early stages of the lithic reduction sequence, with all 
specimens retaining cortex; cortex on bifaces indicated that cobble size was small. One 
thinned biface tip fragment (Figure 6-1, a.) exhibited fine flaking, evidence of a later 
stage in the reduction sequence. Two of the bifaces (Figure 6-1, e and f.) were complete 
specimens. The other five were fragmentary.  Two bifaces (Figure 6-1, a and d.) 
exhibited minor edge-damage, possibly indicating use. 
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Figure 6-1. Early reduction bifaces from the King George Island Mounds site. a) preform 
fragment (FS# 100.2), b) blank (FS#27.3), c) blank (FS# 82.1), d) blank (FS#66.2), e) 
preform (FS#59.2), f) turtle-backed blank (FS#1.3), and g) preform (FS#3.2). 
 
Overall, bifaces ranged in length from 33.6 mm to 45.2 mm and 20 mm to 
37.6mm in width (Table 6-4). The average thickness ranged from 0.9 mm to 21.5 mm. 
Four bifaces (Figure 6-1, b, c, d., and g,) exhibited stacking along the margins of the 
cortex caused by repeated step fractures that created a hump. “When a flake runs into a 
large mass of material, much more than was being separated by the fracture plan that 
started at the point of percussion, if often stops, and the flake breaks off at the edge of the 
increased mass, making an even larger step” (Whittaker 1994). This stacking suggests 
that they may have been discards.  
Table 6-4. Early Reduction Stage Biface Measurements. 
FS # Bifaces Provenience L (mm) W (mm) T (mm) Material 
1.3 Blank Mound B 33.6 25.8 14.7 chert 
27.3 Blank N510 E480 - 19.2 16.8 chert 
3.2 Blank N500 E480 - 37.6 11.1 chert 
66.2 Blank N480 E440 - 35.6 19.6 chert 
82.1 Blank Unit 4 - 29.1 21.5 chert 
89.2 Preform N490 E410 45.2 32.8 16 chert 
100.2 Preform fragment Unit 4 - 20.0 0.9 chert 
c
a
b d
e
f
g
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Hammerstones 
One complete three-sided pointed pebble hammerstone and three hammerstone 
tips were recovered (Figure 6-2). The complete pointed pebble hammerstone was 
recovered from 80 cm bs at the base of shovel test N490 E440 on Mound D (Figure 6-2). 
The proximal half still retains cortex while the distal half has been worked to a point. A 
portion of the tip of this point has been fractured off. Three tip fragments from similar 
three-sided tools were recovered from the ridge area between Mounds A and D. One of 
the three tip fragments was recovered from Area C, the compact, highly organic area in 
Level 5 of Unit 3. The other two tip fragments were recovered from Zone 2 in Unit 4 and 
from 0-70 cm in shovel test N510 E480.  
 
Figure 6-2. Pointed pebble hammerstone from the King George Island Mounds site (FS# 
49.4). 
 
The tool and tip fragments exhibit the same type of pitted wear on the distal end. 
Three-sided pebble pointed hammerstones and associated tips were also found at 
Hornsby, a Late Archaic mound site on the Middle Amite River (Manuel 1983). This 
type of tool was the subject of experimentation by Gagliano and Gregory in the late 70s 
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(Gagliano, personal communication in Manuel 1978; Gagliano 1964). They suggested 
that bifaces like these would make excellent hammers for percussion flake removal. 
Dart Points 
Two complete dart points and three dart fragments were recovered (Figure 6-3, b). 
One unidentified stemmed dart point, made on a fossiliferous local chert, was recovered 
from Unit 1 in Mound B at 75 cm bs.  The point is similar to the type Gary, var. Camden, 
which dates to the Marksville period (Schambach 1970). This variety is described as a 
“thick, comparatively narrow contracting stemmed point with a sturdy triangular blade 
and small shoulders” (Schambach 1970:200). Barbs on this particular variety are slight 
and considered rare or accidental.  In my opinion, the barbs on this point were more 
pronounced and seem deliberately made. In addition, the overall size of the point is too 
large for this variety (Table 6-5).  This morphological evidence, along with the lack of 
any other Marksville period artifacts on the site and the compelling stratigraphic evidence 
for an Archaic period construction of the mound, leads me to believe that the point is not 
a Gary, var. Camden.  Other archaeologists that have seen the point disagree on the type, 
but the consensus is that the point is something other than a Gary (personal 
communication from J. Connaway to J. Saunders, 2003).   
The only other complete specimen was a heavily re-worked dart point made of 
either pink or heat-treated novaculite (Figure 6-3, c).  Again, ascribing a type to the point 
proved problematic due to the heavy re-sharpening of the blade. The point was similar to 
the type Gary, var. Gary, of the Late Archaic Poverty Point culture (Schambach 1970).  
According to Schambach (1970:190), there is an “evident preference for light colored 
novaculite and Ouachita stone with grayish whites and pinks prevailing” for this variety. 
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However, the base is a bit too square and straight for this type. This dart point was 
recovered from Unit 5 at 70 cm bs in the buried A horizon, suggesting that it is of 
Archaic age as well. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6-3. Dart points from the King George Island Mounds site. 
a) Local gravel (FS #37.3), b) Local gravel (FS# 4.3), c) Novaculite (FS#116.5). 
 
One dart point, possibly notched and barbed, had the stem broken off (Figure 6-3, 
a). This point was recovered from the top of the buried A horizon in Shovel Test N500 
E425 near Mound D. This was made from the local Citronelle gravel.  Since the stem was 
missing, the point type also is unknown.  
The two other dart point fragments were stems made on local tan chert. One 
rounded stem, recovered from 0-50 cm in Shovel Test N480 E445, resembled that of the 
dart point from Mound B. The other stem, recovered from the first 20 cm of Unit 5, was 
square, suggesting a variety of Kent.  Unfortunately, this, like all the other points and 
point fragments recovered, is not diagnostic.  
There was no evidence of usewear on any of the blades on the dart points. None 
of the Citronelle dart points appear to have been heat-treated. 
a. b. c. 
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                      Table 6-5. Dart Point Measurements. 
FS # Artifact Provenience L (mm) W (mm) T (mm) Material 
116.5 dart  Unit 5 37.2 31.3 8.3 novaculite 
14.3 dart  Unit 1 69.3 25.9 11.7 chert 
37.3  stem less dart N500 E425 47.4 26.1 6.4 chert 
50.4  round stem N480 E445 14.6 16.1 7.4 chert 
79.1  square stem Unit 5 13.5 20.6 8 chert 
  
Microlithic Drills 
Nineteen microlithic drills were recovered from the excavations. Seven drills 
were fragments or incomplete drills and were not assigned to Types I or II (defined 
below). Three of these fragments displayed irregular flaking. Johnson (2000) classified 
similar tools with irregular flaking or only one-edge retouch as preforms. These particular 
tools could not be assigned to the types established and were not included in the 
calculations of length measurements. 
In this study, complete drills were classified into two types according to 
morphology. Type I drills were long, narrow, rod-shaped forms with steeply flaked edges 
(Figure 6-4). Type II drills were manufactured in the same way, but with a slight 
morphological difference (Figure 6-5). They were not as slender and exhibited a tendency 
to be wider towards the proximal end. The Type II examples at King George Island 
Mounds site seem to be oversized or exaggerated Type I drills.  They may represent drill 
preforms or an earlier stage in drill utilization.  
Neither type should be confused with classic Jaketown perforators. Examples 
from the King George Island Mounds site are not key-shaped like those of known 
Jaketown and Poverty Point examples. What is called Type I microdrills here were 
referred to as “needles” by Ford et al. (1955) to distinguish them from Jaketown 
perforators. The proximal ends of Type II do not have the unmodified classic bulbous end 
of Jaketown perforators but instead are retouched into a slightly expanding v-shape.   
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The majority of the microdrills were made from thinning flakes with no striking 
platform present.  Johnson (2000) argued that any relatively flat, thin piece of blade or 
flake is suitable for drill manufacture. Steep retouch was accomplished through pressure 
flaking the ventral surface of the blank. Alternate flaking on the dorsal face was observed 
but was a minor occurrence. The finished product resulted in a distally tapered tool with a 
rectangular cross-section. 
Six microdrills were classified as Type I (Figure 6-4). Generally, Type I drills did 
not retain any cortex. Only one example (Figure 6-4, f) had cortex: this covered less than 
10 percent of the surface. Hinge breaks occurred along the lateral margins of this tool 
type. Gibson and Griffing (1990:216) reported that miniscule microscopic hinge flaking 
on the lateral margins of perforators are a kind of wear likely produced through drilling 
hard material such as rock or bone. Rotary abrasion in the form of polish on flake ridges 
was present but minimal.  Notable rotary abrasion on drills does not develop until those 
tools are completely exhausted (Gibson and Griffing 1990).  
According to Gibson (2000), early wear on drills is limited to the edges of a tool. 
As the tools were spun, only the edges contacted the drilled object. “Rotary abrasion is 
obvious only when distal ends are smoothed or polished on all edges, an extreme wear 
condition” (Gibson and Griffing 1990:216). One quartzite drill from the collection, a 
Type II drill, (Figure 6-5, d) exhibited notable rotary abrasion. 
All but one tool in Type I were made on the local gravel. Te drill made of exotic 
material was the smallest microdrill recovered (Figure 6-4, a).  It was made of either 
magnetite or basalt with magnetite inclusions.  This tool was recovered from the buried A 
horizon in shovel test N495 E495. Although no visible wear polish was detected, the tool 
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displayed heat treatment in the form of small spalls along the lateral margins. Another 
possibly heat-treated tool was the other complete Type I drill (Figure 6-4, b), made on 
Citronelle gravel, which displayed a pinkish cast at the proximal end. The range of 
measurements for the tools in Type I were 14.8-25.8 mm in length, 3.5-6.6 mm in width, 
and 3.2-5.0 mm in thickness (Table 6-6). 
 
Figure 6-4. Type I microdrills from the King George Island Mounds site. 
a) FS# 26.1, b) FS# 25.8, c) FS# 119.4, d) FS# 107.3, e) FS# 85.3, f) FS# 109.1. 
        Table 6-6. Microdrill Measurements, Presence of Wear, and Cortex*. 
FS # Artifacts Provenience L W T Hinge breaks/Polish Cortex Material 
26.1 Type I N495 E495 14.8 3.5 2.6 H - basalt 
119.4 Type I Unit 3 >19 4.7 3.2 H - chert 
109.1 Type I Unit 3 >19.6 6.6 2.8 H C chert 
85.3 Type I Unit 3 >16.3 6.4 3.1 H - chert 
107.3 Type I Unit 3 >23.3 5.9 4.4 H - chert 
88.3 Type I Unit 5 25.8 5.2 3.3 H, P - chert 
37.2 Type II N500 E425 >17.7 8.5 3.2 H C chert 
9.2 Type II N500 E460 >19.2 7.2 3.2 H, P - quartzite 
5.2 Type II N500 E490 16.8 7.3 2.9 H C chert 
14.4 Type II Unit 1 >19.5 9.4 3.3 H C chert 
108.4 Type II Unit 3 25.9 8.3 5.0 H, P C chert 
90.8 Type II Unit 4 21.8 7.2 3.2 H, P - chert 
13.3 Fragment N490 E455 >14.0 6.5 2.4 H C chert 
102.1 Fragment Unit 3 >16.0 7.6 3.1 H - chert 
96.2 Fragment Unit 3 >13.7 9.2 3.3 H - chert 
85.2 Fragment Unit 3 >24.9 9.8 2.7 - - chert 
93.1 Fragment Unit 3 >10.1 5.4 1.9 H C chert 
82.2 Fragment Unit 4 >10.2 5.7 2.3 - C chert 
121.1 Fragment Unit 4 >12.8 9.1 1.8 - - novaculite 
*Key: H= hinge break, P= polish, and C= cortex present 
b. 
f. 
d. 
e. a. 
c. 
                     10mm 
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 Six drills were classified as Type II (Figure 6-5).  Four out of the six tools 
retained over 50 percent cortex. Striking platforms were still visible at the distal end of 
three drills. Two of the six drills showed alternate retouch or irregular flaking on the 
lateral margins and were considered Type II preforms. Use-wear in the form of hinge 
breaks were present but were not as prevalent as on Type I drills. As noted above, a non-
local quartzite drill had wear in the form of polish on the tool tip and flake ridges. The 
wear was so extreme that smooth shoulders had developed. The five other drills of this 
type were made on the local gravel. None of these tools in this type showed evidence of 
heat treatment. The ranges of measurements for Type II tools were 16.8-25.9 mm in 
length, 7.2-9.4 mm in width, and 3.2-5.0 mm in thickness. The total mean dimensions of 
the microdrills were 21.1 mm in length, 7.0 mm in width, and 3.0 mm in thickness. 
 
Figure 6-5. Type II microdrills from the King George Island Mounds site. a) FS# 108.4, 
b) FS# 90.8, c) FS# 5.2, d) FS# 9.2, e) FS# 37.2, f) FS# 14.4. 
 
Measurements taken from this study were compared to similar types of 
microlithic drills recovered at Archaic and Poverty Point sites (Table 6-7). The 
microdrills are smaller in length than those from Poverty Point but larger than those 
recovered from Watson Brake. In general, the widths and thickness fell within acceptable 
range of the other microlithic drills. Microdrills from the King George Island Mounds site 
a. b e. f. c. d. 
                  17mm 
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were similar in length to those from the Garcia and Hornsby sites. Type I drills were most 
similar to those measured from the Garcia and Hornsby sites and the Type II drills were 
most similar to those recovered from the Jaketown and Poverty Point sites. 
Table 6-7. Archaic and Poverty Point Culture Microdrill Measurements. 
Site Count Length  (mm) 
Width 
 (mm) 
Thickness 
 (mm) Sources 
  range x range x range x  
Denton  n =15 23.4-51.0 33.7 6.6-13.6 9.38 - - Connaway 1977:Table 3 
Garcia  n = 6 12.8-27.0 21.4 2.3-4.8 3.0 2-3.6 2.5 
 
Data on file, 
LSUMNS 
Hornsby n =2 21.5-24 22.7 5-6 5.5 2-3 2.5 Manuel 1983 
Jaketown n =175 20-38 22.0 7.0-25.0 12.7 3.0-5.0 - Ford et al. 1955:141-142 
King George 
Island  
T1, n =6 
 
T2, n =6 
14.8-25.8 
 
16.8-25.9 
20.3 
 (n = 2/6) 
 
21.5 
(n = 3/6) 
3.5-6.6 
 
7.2-9.4 
5.38 
 
7.98 
3.2-5.0 
 
3.2-5.0 
3.23 
 
3.46 
Present study 
Poverty 
Point  n =382 25.0-35.0 - - - - - 
Ford and Webb 
1956: Table 5; 
Webb and Gibson 
1981 
Slate n =92 - 17.6 - 4.8 - 3.0 Johnson 1993:Table 3 
Watson 
Brake  n =154 - 9.2 - 2.7 - 2.1 
Johnson 
2000:Table 3 
 
 Microdrills of comparable types have also been recovered from other sites along 
the Gulf Coast area. The Cedarland, Claiborne, and Garcia sites are Archaic sites that 
contain smaller microdrill types than those collected from Poverty Point (Gagliano 1963; 
Webb and Gibson 1981:91). According to Webb and Gibson (1981), with the exception 
of the Denton site (Connaway 1977), similar Gulf Coast type microdrills were alternately 
flaked. Microlithic drills comprise only 3.1 percent of the microlithic artifact assemblage 
at the Jaketown site and 1.3 percent at the Poverty Point site. At the King George Island 
Mound site, microdrills accounted for 38.8 percent of the total lithic tool artifacts 
recovered at the site (Table 6-2).  
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Microlithic drills also appear at Middle to Late Archaic sites such as Cad Mound, 
Cedarland (22HA506), Denton, Slate, Garcia, Hornsby, Jaketown, Poverty Point and 
Watson Brake (Bruseth 1991; Connaway 1977; Ford et al. 1955; Ford and Webb 1956; 
Gagliano 1963; Gibson 1968; Johnson 2000; Lauro and Lehman 1982a; Manuel 1983). 
Sizes vary among the sites, with the smallest drills recorded at the Watson Brake site.  
Despite the high percentage of microdrills, it does not appear that there was a true 
microlithic industry at the site. A microlithic industry includes blades, polyhedral cores, 
drills, scrapers, and perforators.  Of the two complete drills, only one was made on a true 
blade, that is, a lithic with parallel lateral edges, a prepared angle platform, and dorsal 
flake scars that parallel the longitudal axis of the blade (Johnson 1983).  The other 
complete drill was made on flat, elongated flake that was twice as long as it was wide.  
Microdrills were recovered in a variety of contexts at the King George Island 
Mounds site but were mainly recovered from along the ridge area between Mounds A and 
D (Table 6-8). Type I microdrills were recovered from the eastern half of the ridge closer 
to Mound A. Over 65 percent (n = 4) of the Type I microlithic drills were collected from 
Unit 3; three of these were from or below the buried A horizon. Fifty percent (n = 3) of 
the Type II microdrills were distributed closer to Mound D.  
 Shovel tests from the ridge between Mounds A and D produced five drills. Of 
these, three were from or below the buried A horizon. One Type II drill came from 
Mound B at 35-75 cm bs in the Bt horizon. Over 70 percent (14 of 19) of the drills were 
recovered from ridge test units. The higher frequency may be due to the larger volume of 
dirt moved in unit excavations. Unit 3 contained 75 percent (n = 9) of the drills found in 
ridge test unit excavations. Seven out of nine of these drills were recovered from below 
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30 cm bs, five of which were from the buried A horizon.  Two of the three drills in Unit 4 
were recovered from above the buried A horizon. The third drill from Unit 4 was 
recovered from the wall cutbacks of the unit. One drill was recovered from Unit 5 at 30-
40.  
Table 6-8. Microdrill Provenience, Type, and Count. 
 
 
 
Four-sided Drills 
 
Eight four-sided drills were recovered from excavations (Figure 6-6). This type of 
drill has a diamond cross-section created by a ridge running down two sides of the tool 
face. Four-sided drills are made of local pebble chert and consistently found on Late 
Archaic sites that date to around 2500 B.C. (Griffing n.d). Two of the drills (Figure 6-6, 
a, b) were complete four-sided drills, five were drill fragments (Figure 6-6, c-f, h), and 
one was a drill blank fragment (Figure 6-6, g). I classified blanks as those that had no 
use-wear in the form of hinge breaks or polish present. Six of the eight drills (Figure 6-6, 
a, b, d-g) showed hinge breaks on either the lateral margins or tip surface. Only three 
drills showed any evidence of polish. A quartzite drill tip fragment (Figure 6-6, h) and 
Provenience Type Total 
N495 E495 I 1 
N500 E425 II 1 
N500 E460 II 1 
N500 E490 II 1 
N490 E455 Fragment 1 
Shovel Test 
Subtotal 
I=1 
II=3 
Fragment=1 
5 
Unit 1 II 1 
Unit 3 
I 
II 
Fragment 
4 
1 
4 
Unit 4 I II 
1 
2 
Unit 5 I 1 
Test Unit 
Subtotal 
I=6 
II=4 
Fragment=4 
14 
Total 
I=7 
II=7 
Fragment=5 
19 
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two complete drills (Figure 6-6, a, b) showed polish on flake ridges. One complete drill 
was so exhausted from rotary use that shoulders had developed on the lateral margins of 
the tool (Figure 6-6, a).  
 
 
Figure 6-6. Four-sided drills. a) drill (FS# 121.6), b) drill (FS# 128.7), c) drill fragment 
(FS# 126.7), d) drill fragment (FS# 40.2), e) drill fragment (FS# 4.3), f) drill fragment 
(FS# 120.6),  g) drill blank fragment (FS# 85.10), h) drill fragment (FS# 123.3). 
 
The complete drill (Figure 6-6, a) with developed shoulders was recovered from 
the A horizon at 31 cm bs in the southwall of Unit 4.The other complete drill, Figure 6-6, 
b) was found at 63 cm depth in Shovel Test N450.7 E378 located on the ridge near 
Mound C (Table 6-9). Three drill fragments were recovered from shovel tests. One drill 
fragment (Figure 6-6, c) was recovered from the first 60 cm of Shovel Test N495.6 
E617.6 located on the east side of Mound B. The second drill fragment (Figure 6-6, d) 
was recovered from above the buried A horizon in Shovel Test N500 E450. The third 
fragment (Figure 6-6, e) was found in the buried A horizon of Shovel Test N500 E480 
located along the ridge between the Mounds A and D. The drill blank fragment (Figure 6-
6, g) and other drill fragment (Figure 6-6, f) were recovered from Unit 3. The drill 
fragment was found from or below the buried A horizon and the drill blank fragment was 
recovered from within the first 30 cm. The quartzite drill fragment was recovered from 
between the buried A and E horizon in Unit 5.  
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g. 
h.
        15mm 
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Six of the eight drills were possibly heat-treated as evidenced by a red color 
change. Seven out of the eight were made on the local gravel chert. The other drill 
(Figure 6-6, h) was made of a nonlocal unidentified quartzite. The lengths for the two 
complete drills ranged from 30.2 mm to 45.1 mm. The width of all eight specimens 
ranged from 9.6 mm to 14.7 mm and thickness ranged from 5.8 mm to 10 mm.   
Table 6-9. Four-sided Drill Measurements. 
FS # Artifacts Provenience L (mm) W (mm) T (mm) Hinge fracture/Polish Material 
128.7 drill  N450.7 E378 29.8 10 8.2 H, P chert 
126.7 drill fragment N495.6 E617.6 >33.2 14.5 9.0 H chert 
40.2 drill fragment N500 E450 >30.4 12.9 9.4 - chert 
4.3 drill fragment N500 E480 >34.8 10.3 8.7 H chert 
85.10 drill blank fragment Unit 3 35.7 10.3 6.5 H chert 
120.6  drill fragment Unit 3 >58.0 13.9 6.8 H chert 
123.3 drill fragment Unit 5 - - - P quartzite 
121.6 drill Unit 4 45.1 14 8.0 H, P chert 
 
Retouched Flake Tools  
 
Six flakes were classified as retouched flake tools (Figure 6-7). These flakes will 
be discussed in detail since they are morphologically distinct from unmodified flakes. 
These tools are similar to microlithic tools recovered from the Jaketown and Poverty 
Point sites (Ford et al. 1955:13; Ford and Webb 1956:76). These flakes exhibited 
intentional retouched flaking that was either irregular or shallow. One endscraper-like, 
heat-treated flake fragment with shallow retouch on one end (Figure 6-7, a) was 
recovered from the buried A horizon in shovel test N500 E490 along the ridge between 
Mound A and D. No wear or polish was visible on the flake. Flake measurements were 
7.0 mm in length, 6.0 mm in width, and 3.0 mm in thickness. A flake that resembled a 
burin (Figure 6-7, e) was recovered from 42-50 cm in Unit 5. The flake was retouched 
along the base to a point on one side of the tool. The tip and flake margins showed polish, 
indicating it may have been used as a perforator.  The perforator was made on the local 
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gravel. The measurements were 22.9 mm in length, 11.4 mm in width, and 2.3 mm in 
thickness. 
A drill-like flake (Figure 6-7, d) was recovered from the first 10 cm of Unit 5. 
Bifacial retouch was performed on distal edge of the flake. There was no obvious polish 
or use-wear on this perforator, although the tool was missing a portion of the tip. A bulb 
of percussion was clearly visible on the lateral side and a small area of cortex was 
present. The tool was made of local gravel and measured 32.3 mm in length, 8.2 mm in 
width, and 5.5 mm in thickness. 
Another flake tool, a blade-like flake sidescraper (Figure 6-7, f), was recovered 
from the first 50 cm in shovel test N480 E445 near Mound D. This flat flake met the 
necessary length-width ratio for a blade but did not have a central arris. Use as a scraper 
left the lateral margins smooth and rounded. The entire length had been retouched except 
for the proximal end, which still contained a portion of cortex. The tool was made on 
local gravel and measured 39.4 mm in length, 13.2 mm in width, and 1.9 mm in 
thickness.  
Another sidescraper-like flake (Figure 6-7, b) showed steep unifacial retouch 
along the base and bifacial retouch along the lateral sides of the tool. Use wear was slight 
but present in the form of hinge breaks and polish. The flake was recovered from the 
buried A horizon in Unit 5. The flake measured 11.0 mm in length, 6.2 mm in width, and 
2.4 mm in thickness. 
A notched flake (Figure 6-7, c) was recovered from the buried A horizon in 
shovel test N505 E485 along the ridge between Mound A and D. The flake was a wide 
prismatic flake that contained a single notch 1 cm wide and 2.4 mm deep along the lower 
 101
dorsal face.  Hinge fractures along the notch may indicate intentional use as a scraper. 
Similarly notched flakes and blades have been reported from Hornsby and Poverty Point 
sites such as Teoc Creek, Jaketown, and Poverty Point (Connaway et al. 1977; Ford et al. 
1955; Ford and Webb 1956; Manuel 1983). Notched flakes such as these are considered 
scrapers or possibly specialized tools that shape wooden shafts (spokeshaves) (Ford et 
al.1955) or round small bone fragments (Ford and Webb 1956). The flake measured 25.2 
mm in length, 14.7 mm in width, and 4.3 mm in thickness (Table 6-10). 
 
Figure 6-7. Retouched flake tools from the King George Island Mounds site. 
 a) endscraper-like (FS# 6.3) b) sidescraper-like (FS# 116.2), c) notched (FS# 21.2), c) 
drill-like (FS# 78.1), e) burin (FS# 94.2), f) blade-like (FS# 50.3). 
 
          Table 6-10. Retouched Flake Tool Measurements. 
FS # Artifacts Provenience L (mm) 
W 
(mm) 
T 
(mm) 
Hinge 
breaks/Polish Cortex Material 
78.1 drill-like Unit 5 32.3 8.2 5.5 - C chert 
94.2 burin-like Unit 5 22.9 11.4 2.3 P - chert 
6.3 scraper-like N500 E490 7.0 6.0 3.0 - C chert 
50.3 blade-flake N480 E445 39.4 13.2 1.9 P C chert 
21.2 notched N505 E485 25.2 14.7 4.3 H - chert 
116.2 sidescraper Unit 5 11 6.2 2.4 P C chert 
 
Blade Flakes 
Six unmodified blade-like flakes were recovered from the excavations (Figure 6-
8). Of these six flakes, three were primary decortification flakes and the other three were 
a. b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
Proximal end 
        
15mm15mm
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thinning flakes. None were prismatic blades. The flake measurements ranged from 27.2 
to 43.8 mm in length, 9.3 to 13.8 mm in width, and 3.1 to 5.5 mm in thickness.   In the 
absence of cores, the flakes were studied for evidence of the utilization of a bipolar 
technology. One of the flakes exhibits a bulb of percussion and an eraillure scar 
representative of a classic conchoidal flake. Conchoidal flakes are commonly caused by 
hard-hammer percussion (Cotterell and Kamminga 1987:686). Six blade-like flakes from 
King George Island show no signs of the impact on the opposing ends of the flake 
normally associated with bipolar core reduction.  
 
Figure 6-8. Blade-flakes from the King George Island Mounds site. 
Archaic sites that exhibit a distinctive bipolar technology include the Banana 
Bayou mound and midden on Avery Island and Cedarland. The majority of Archaic and 
Poverty Point sites utilized a core-blade industry for the manufacture of microliths. The 
technology employed to produce the microlithic drills and other tools found at the King 
George Island Mounds site is uncertain. 
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Flakes 
A total of 1231 unmodified lithic flakes were recovered from the excavations. Of 
this total, over 90 percent (n = 1165; 713.2 g) were made on the local Citronelle gravel 
(Table 6-11). The only other flakes of locally available lithic raw material were four 
thinning flakes (0.2 percent) of ferruginous sandstone. Local gravel flakes were sorted by 
the relative amount of cortex present (Table 6-11). I divided the unmodified flakes into 
primary, secondary, tertiary, and thinning flakes. Primary flakes were defined as 
containing more than 50 percent cortex, secondary flakes were defined as having 30-50 
percent cortex, tertiary flakes contained 10-30 percent cortex, and thinning flakes had less 
than 10 percent cortex. Primary flakes are the first flakes to be taken off a cobble and 
represent the initial stage in the reduction sequence. Thinning flakes represent a latest 
stage in the reduction sequence as evidenced by the lack of cortex. 
Table 6-11. Local Gravel Lithic Flake Frequencies. 
Flake type Count % Weight (g) % 
primary 139 11.9% 184.6 25.9% 
secondary 142 12.2% 179.6 25.2% 
tertiary 194 16.7% 131.9 18.5% 
thinning 690 59.2% 217.1 30.4% 
Total 1165 100.0% 713.2 100.0% 
 
Flake type frequencies consisted of primary, 11.9 percent; secondary, 12.2 
percent; tertiary, 16.7 percent; and thinning, 59.2 percent (Table 6-10). Thinning flakes 
were the most frequent flake type in the assemblage, suggesting that the initial stage in 
the lithic flake reduction sequence occurred off-site. Heat treatment was present only on 
the local gravel flakes. Thirty-one and a half percent of the 1165 Citronelle flakes showed 
evidence of color change that may be associated with thermal alteration. Exotic lithic 
flakes accounted for 5.4 percent of the total lithic flake count. Six flakes were made of 
basalt, one of Catahoula quartzite, and fifty-four were made of novaculite. The exotic 
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flakes were subdivided into bifacial-thinning, interior, and tertiary flake categories (Table 
6-12). Bifacial flakes were characterized as specific thinning flakes that contained a 
small, multi-faceted and lipped striking platform (Whittaker 1994:185-187). Bifacial-
thinning flakes represent a stage of lithic reduction where bifaces or preforms are being 
thinned. Tertiary flakes in this category were those that did not contain multi-faceted or 
lipped platforms.  Interior flakes were broken flakes without a striking platform. Interior 
flakes accounted for over 50 percent of the recovered exotic flakes (Table 6-13). The 
remaining 42 percent (n = 27) were separated into bifacial and tertiary flakes. 
Table 6-12. Exotic Lithic Flake Frequencies by Material. 
Raw 
Material 
Bifacial    Tertiary    Interior    Total    
 # % g % # % g % # %  g % #t %     g % 
basalt  5 33.3 1.4 50.0 - - - - 1 2.9 0.1 1.9 6 9.7 1.5 15.8
quartzite - - - - - - - - 1 2.9 0.2 3.8 1 1.6 0.2 2.1 
novaculite 10 66.7 1.4 50.0 12 100.0 1.5 100 33 94.3 4.8  55 88.7 7.8 82.1
Total 15 100 2.8 100 12 100.0 1.5 100 35 100.0 5.2 100 62 100 9.5 100 
 
 
Table 6-13. Exotic Lithic Flake Frequencies by Type. 
Flake Type Count % Weight % 
bifacial 15 55.6 2.8 65.1 
tertiary 12 44.4 1.5 34.9 
Total 27 100 4.3 100 
 
Table 6-13 shows that over half of the identifiable complete exotic flakes were 
bifacial thinning. Novaculite flakes were the majority, with over sixty-five percent (Table 
6-12). Basalt bifacial thinning flakes accounted for the remainder (33.3 percent) of the 
flakes with intact platforms. All of the tertiary flakes were novaculite.  
Lithic Flake Summary 
The local Citronelle flakes were the only type to contain any cortex. This 
indicated that local gravel cobbles still contained cortex when transported to the site for 
tool manufacture. None of the exotic flakes contained any cortex. The data suggests that 
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they were brought in as bifaces or finished tools. Analysis of the exotic flakes indicates 
that bifacial tool reduction occurred frequently at the site. Novaculite tools appear to have 
bifacially thinned at a higher rate than any other exotic lithic material.  
Fire-cracked Rock  
Fire-cracked rock was not prevalent at the King George Island Mound site; it 
comprised only 2.5 percent (n = 43, 26.2g) of the total artifacts recovered. Fire-cracked 
rock is abundant at many northeast Louisiana Middle Archaic sites such as Hedgepeth 
Mounds (16LI07), where 1358 pieces of burned rock were recovered (Saunders and 
Allen 1994).  Fire-cracked rock can originate from natural fires, contact with hearths, 
ovens, or pits, and was used as boiling rocks (Rapp, Balescu and Lamother 1999:74). 
Most fire-cracked rock at prehistoric sites has been found to be associated with indirect 
cooking technology. The lack of abundant fire-cracked rock at King George Island 
Mound site may suggest an alternative cooking technology such as wood burning. 
Blocky Debitage  
Blocky debitage comprised only 0.3 percent (n = 5; 2.6 g) of the total artifact assemblage. 
This material was defined as angular fragmented stone that lacked cortex and typical 
flake attributes and does not show any sign of thermal alteration. 
Pottery 
  A total of 215 (324.9g) sherds were recovered from the King George Island 
Mounds site.  Forty-two of these were smaller than 1 square cm and were counted and 
weighed only.  Of the remaining 173 sherds, 82 percent contained platey voids with rare 
clay and sand inclusions (Table 6-14).  
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Plain examples were identified by Ann Cordell of the Ceramics Laboratory at the 
Museum of Natural Science, University of Florida, as similar to Mississippi Plain, var. 
Pinelog. Eleven decorated shell-tempered sherds, probably from the same vessel, were 
recovered from shovel test N490 E440 located on the east flank of Mound D and may be 
a variety of Owens (Phillips 1970). This identification is based on the shell tempering and 
the zoned, v-shaped incised lines with punctuations (Figure 6-9). However, the paste is 
not as coarse as is sometimes described for this type and the incising is finer.  According 
to Phillips (1970), the Owens treatment and design are similar to Avoyelles Punctated but 
lack the characteristic grog temper. 
Table 6-14. Pottery Recovered from all Proveniences. 
FS # Provenience Type Count % Weight (g) % 
135.4 N435 E378 shell 5 2.9 7.2 7.2 
128.6 N450.7 E378 temperless 1 0.6 1.6 0.5 
134.2 N470.5 E380.3 shell 2 1.2 4.5 1.5 
28.4 N485 E435 shell 2 1.2 1.7 0.6 
49.5-.7 N490 E440 shell 57 32.9 83.0 27.9 
69.1 N495 E445 clay 3 1.7 7.8 2.6 
28.4 N495 E485 clay 12 6.9 9.4 3.2 
175.1 N495 E505 clay 2 1.2 2.4 0.8 
10.3-.4 N500 E470 clay 1 0.6 4.2 1.4 
83.4, 93.6, 95.3, 97.2 
83.8 
118.1 
Unit 3 
shell 
clay 
temperless 
38 
1 
1 
22.0 
0.6 
0.6 
88.5 
0.6 
3.2 
29.7 
0.2 
1.1 
80.2, 81.3 Unit 4 shell 23 13.2 28.6 19.5 
79.4 
84.5 
88.2 
Unit 5 
shell 
clay 
temperless 
15 
9 
1 
8.7 
5.2 
0.6 
30.5 
23.2 
1.1 
10.3 
7.8 
0.4 
 Total  173 100 297.5 100 
 
Only 16 percent of pottery was clay-tempered. All of these examples were plain. 
Three sherds were identified as almost temperless with rare clay inclusions. 
 107
 
Figure 6-9. Decorated pottery from the King George Island Mounds site (FS # 49.6). 
 
Over 41 percent of the shell-tempered pottery was recovered near the vicinity of 
Mound D. The majority of the clay-tempered sherds were recovered along the ridge that 
connected Mounds A and D. Test Unit 3 contained thirty-eight shell-tempered, one clay 
tempered, and one temperless sherds. The shell-tempered pottery was restricted to the 
upper 45-50 cm of the unit. The clay-tempered sherd came from wall slump and the 
temperless sherd was recovered from 30-40 cm. All of the shell-tempered sherds from 
Unit 4 were recovered from the first 40 cm. Unit 5 may show a temporal difference in 
pottery. Fifteen shell-tempered sherds were recovered from the first twenty centimeters. 
Nine grog-tempered sherds were recovered from twenty to thirty centimeters. One 
temperless sherd was recovered from 30-40 cm. No pottery was recovered from the 
buried A horizon.  
Shell and Bone 
No Archaic bone or shell were present at the site.  Whether or not any ever 
existed at the site is unknown.  Soils in the cores that were analyzed had variable pHs 
(Table 5-8, Appendix A), but overall the buried A was strongly to moderately acid.  
Whatever bone or shell that may have been at the site has probably weathered away.  
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Artifact Discussion 
 
The artifacts recovered from the King George Island Mounds site support the 
geomorphological and pedological data indicating a Late Archaic occupation. Exotic 
lithics such as basalt, novaculite, and magnetite are indications of trade networks typical 
of the Late Archaic period. The same exotic lithic material has been recovered from other 
Archaic sites such as Garcia and Cedarland. Another temporal marker may be the pointed 
pebble hammerstone, which has been found only at Archaic sites along the Middle Amite 
River (Gagliano 1963). The King George Island Mounds site is also similar to the Middle 
Amite River phase sites in that groundstone and polished artifacts are very scarce or 
absent. However, the woodworking tools that are prevalent throughout the Middle Amite 
River sites are missing at the King George Island site. The only possible tools that may 
represent woodworking are the four-sided drills.  
 The dominant tools of the assemblage at the King George Island Mounds site 
were drills. Fifty-five percent of the tools recovered from excavations were drills and, of 
these, 39 percent were microdrills. Typically, such microlithic drills are associated with 
bead manufacture; Connaway (1988) actually recovered a partial drill bit from a stone 
bead. However, there is no evidence of any drilled material at the King George Island 
Mounds site, so the function of this type of tool remains unknown. The drilled artifacts 
were either carried or traded away from the site, or the evidence has not been preserved 
in the acidic soil.  
There is a low incidence of fire-cracked rock at the King George Island Mounds 
site. No steatite slab or vessel fragments were recovered from any contexts at the site. No 
baked clay objects were recovered to indicate that cooking activity occurred at the site. 
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The complete absence of groundstone, polished, and chipped Archaic tools such as 
fishing or grinding implements, large knives, adzes, and choppers suggests a lack of food 
preparation and woodcutting.  
However, only a very small portion of the site has been tested. Unfortunately, at 
present, there is simply not enough data to make any formal conclusions about site 
function or subsistence practices at the King George Island Mounds site. Pottery analysis 
indicates that the site contained a Mississippian period component. The pottery was not 
associated with either mound construction or the buried A horizon. The artifacts 
recovered from the site support radiocarbon and soil data that indicate an initial Archaic 
occupation at the King George Island Mounds site. 
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CHAPTER 7 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
According to Saunders et al. (1994), three criteria should be considered when 
attempting to date an Archaic mound site in the absence of radiocarbon dating: 
geomorphology, pedogenesis, and artifactual data. Obviously, the landform upon which 
the mounds reside must have existed and been exposed prior to 4000 B.P. The King 
George Island Mounds site is situated on the Prairie Pleistocene terrace landform that was 
formed during the Wisconsin age (Saucier 1994). The mound and ridge constructions at 
King George Island Mounds site were built upon this landform. 
Soils in Mounds A, B, C, and D, and the artificial ridge, exhibit long-term 
weathering as evidenced by extensive soil horizon development. The presence of an 
argillic horizon in the earthworks indicates that these constructions are over 2500 years in 
age (Saunders et al. 1994). A buried A horizon was encountered beneath fill used for 
ridge construction.  Archaic period artifacts were recovered from excavations above, in, 
and below the buried A horizon at the King George Island Mounds site. These included 
exotic raw materials, dart points, four-sided drills, pointed pebble hammerstones, and 
microlithic drills.  No pottery was associated with the buried A horizon.  
Radiometric dating supports the geomorphological, pedological, and 
archaeological data indicating an Archaic occupation (Table 7-1). The humate sample 
recovered from the buried A horizon in the ridge provides a Late Archaic terminus post 
quem for activity at the site. The occurrence of pottery above the buried A horizon in 
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excavations suggests that a Late Mississippian culture was present at the site after the 
initial Late Archaic occupancy.  
 
Table 7-1. Radiocarbon Dating Results from the King George Island Mounds Site. 
Sample Provenience Lab No. Material Corrected. 1 cal B.P. 
Mound A fill Wk-14970 charcoal 4455 ± 39 5275 (5045) 4975 
Unit 5  
(buried A horizon) Wk-14971 humate 4719 ± 40 5577 (5468) 5328 
N495 E475 
 (buried A horizon) GX-30263 humate 4400 ± 80 5213 (4970) 4861 
N495 E485  
buried A horizon) ACT-6598 OCR 3106 ± 93 (taken incorrectly- disregarded)
N495 E475 
 (buried A horizon) ACT-6599 OCR 2679 ± 80 (taken incorrectly- disregarded)
N495 E475  
(buried A horizon) ACT-6600 OCR 1444 ± 43 (taken incorrectly- disregarded)
        *Calibrated by Dr. Rebecca Saunders using Calib 4.3 (Struiver and Reimer 1998) 
 
 The King George Island Mounds site is the first Archaic mound site on the 
Lower Amite River known to contain exotic lithic artifacts. However, the majority of 
artifacts found at the King George Island Mounds site were made from locally 
available raw materials. The Archaic occupation at King George was typical of the 
Archaic period in that the majority of material used for tool manufacture was made 
from locally available resources. The absence of primary and secondary exotic lithic 
flakes suggests that nonlocal materials were brought in as prefabricated blanks, 
preforms or finished tools.  
Archaic mound function remains unknown. The majority of Archaic sites with 
conical mounds in Louisiana are located on Pleistocene terraces.  The placement of 
Archaic mounds on terraces above waterways may signify that they were involved in 
trade networks (Russo 1994b). The location of the King George Island Mounds site 
near the Amite River would have allowed easy access to the other waterways 
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facilitating trade networks. Exotic lithic materials may be considered evidence of 
trade. Exotic material sources have been traced to as far away as the Catahoula 
formation in Central Louisiana and the Ouachita Mountains in Arkansas. The strategic 
use of space involving height and visibility might also indicate that the mounds served 
as territorial markers for Archaic groups. The King George Island Mounds site appears 
to have been strategically placed as a territorial marker. 
 The King George Island mounds may also have been a location for ceremonial 
activities. The mounds may represent ceremonial centers that were intentionally kept free 
of refuse. The majority of the artifacts and tools were from the buried A horizon between 
Mounds A and D. The lack of residential or subsistence related features in test 
excavations support a religious or ceremonial mound use. However, traces of ceremonial 
feasting activities or ritual burials may have been obliterated due to poor preservation. 
Yet, unit excavations never reached the bottom of the mounds and evidence of mound 
function may still reside within. At present, there is simply not enough data to make any 
conclusive statements on the function of the mounds at the site. 
Archaic Sites in Louisiana and Mississippi 
Few artifacts, mainly lithic debris, characterize mound sites in the Southeastern 
portion of Louisiana. Below, the information gathered from excavations at the King 
George Island Mounds site are used to examine variation in microlithic technologies at 
Archaic sites in Louisiana.  
A cursory examination of Archaic mound sites throughout Louisiana shows that 
lithic artifacts, dart points, cores, blades, and flakes are the most common types of 
artifacts. These artifacts, along with microblade tools, are well represented in 
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northeastern Louisiana multiple mound sites such as Poverty Point and Watson Brake. 
Microblade tools are commonly associated with a lapidary industry, and, in particular, 
with stone bead manufacture.  
Many Archaic sites in Louisiana share similar technological traits, such as 
blade production for microlithic tools and bead manufacture. Blade-core technology 
utilized for the manufacture of microdrills has been noted at several Late Archaic sites 
including Cad Mound, Garcia, Jaketown, Paxton Brake, Poverty Point, Slate, and 
Watson Brake (Ford et al. 1955; Ford and Webb 1956; Gagliano 1963; Gibson 1968; 
Johnson 1993, 2000; Lehman 1981, 1982a). The intensity of the activity varies. Some 
sites (e.g., Jaketown and Paxton Brake) appear to have had a more intensive blade 
industry than others (e.g., Poverty Point and Slate) (Johnson 1993). “The lack of 
technological uniformity appears to be characteristic of the Yazoo Basin” (Jackson 
1993:61). 
 However, as demonstrated at King George Island Mounds site, a blade-
technology was not necessary for microlithic tool production. Lithic assemblages at 
other sites such as Beau Rivage and Poverty Point also indicate that microliths were 
not always made on blades but instead sometimes on flakes (Gibson 1979; Webb and 
Gibson 1981). No polyhedral cores associated with blade production have been 
recovered at either Hornsby or King George Island Mounds sites (Manuel 1983). At 
Avery Island and Cedarland, a bipolar flake technology was used for the manufacture 
of microlithic tools. At the King George Island Mounds site, there is no evidence for 
either a blade-core technology or bipolar technology.  
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Microdrills have been recovered from sites containing all three (blade-core, 
bipolar, and blade-like flakes) lithic technologies and can be associated with bead 
production (Connaway 1981). Esoteric goods like stone beads are more abundant at 
northeastern Louisiana sites.  Cad Mound (Gibson 1968) and Watson Brake (Johnson 
2000) are two sites in northeastern Louisiana that have significant amounts of 
microblade tools and stone beads. At Hornsby and King George Island Mounds site, 
no beads have been recovered and there is no evidence of a lapidary industry. At 
present, there is simply not enough information to establish any regional patterns of 
microlithic technology for Archaic mound sites in Southeast Louisiana.  
Conclusions 
 Saucier (1963:32) described earthen mounds in the Pontchartrain Basin area as 
“the most popularized and least rewarding” of site types. Contrary to Saucier’s 
statement, there is much that can be learned from the mounds on the Lower Amite 
River. The King George Island Mounds site is the first Archaic mound site along the 
Lower Amite River to be mapped, tested, and radiocarbon dated. There is evidence of 
several more mounds associated with the King George Island Mounds site as well as 
other Archaic sites in the area. Ultimately, the information presented here can be used 
to compare against other excavated Archaic mound sites to look for differences in 
artifact types, lithic raw material use, and mound construction techniques. This 
research contributes to our understanding of variation in mound sites. As more data 
become available, we should be better able to describe the early mound building 
cultures in southeastern Louisiana. 
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APPENDIX A  
SOIL PROFILE DESCRIPTIONS  
 
 
Soil Profile Description for Core 1 (Hudnall 2004) 
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Soil Profile Description for Core 5 (Hudnall 2004) 
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